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Summary  and  Introduction 


Summary 
Background 

Over  the  past  five  years  a  number  of  different  forecasts  of  air  travel  demand 
have  been  prepared  for  the  market  area  which  is  served  by  Logan 
International  Airport.  While  the  forecasts  have  varied  widely,  they  have 
collectively  suggested  that  regional  air  transportation  capacity  will  become 
inadequate  some  time  in  the  next  15-25  years  even  with  planned  operational 
and  capacity  improvements  at  both  Logan  and  all  of  the  other  New  England 
regional  airports.  The  Second  Major  Airport  Siting  Study  has  not  re- 
addressed  the  question  of  how  much  air  capacity  will  be  needed  and  when.  It 
is  assumed  that  much  more  detailed  analysis  of  these  questions  will  be  carried 
out  prior  to  making  a  decision  about  whether  the  development  of  a  Second 
Major  Airport  will  occur. 

In  order  to  plan  for  the  future,  and  allow  decision-making  to  occur  prior  to  an 
air  capacity  crisis,  MAC,  in  its  1989  Massachusetts  Airport  System  Plan, 
recommended  the  initiation  of  a  siting  study  for  a  second  major  airport.  This 
initial  siting  study  was  to  answer  the  question: 

Are  there  any  possibly  suitable  sites  for  a  Second  Major  Airport  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts? 

For  the  purposes  of  studying  possible  sites  for  a  Second  Major  Airport  the 
Airport  System  Plan  assumed  that  a  Second  Major  Airport  would  be  a 
significant  commercial  airport  to  provide  additional  capacity  for  passenger 
and  cargo  service  in  the  New  England  region.  Such  an  airport  would  initially 
serve  5  to  7  million  total  passengers  annually  and  process  about  100,000  tons 
of  air  cargo.  Ultimately,  it  might  accommodate  up  to  30  million  passengers 
and  200,000  tons  of  air  cargo  annually.  The  impact  of  a  second  major  airport 
on  the  Massachusetts  and  New  England  economies  would  be  significant.  A 
30  million  passenger  airport  is  estimated  to  generate  40,000  -  50,000  new  jobs 
and  have  a  total  annual  economic  impact  of  4  -  5  billion  dollars. 

The  Siting  Study  focussed  on  sites  within  Massachusetts  for  two  basic  reasons. 

•  MAC  is  a  state  agency  with  jurisdiction  within  Massachusetts. 

•  Approximately  70  percent  of  the  2010  demand  will  be  generated  by 
Massachusetts  residents  and  businesses  and  thus  it  makes  sense  that 
Massachusetts  both  bear  the  potential  costs  of  such  a  facility,  and  also  reap 
the  significant  economic  benefits  which  such  a  facility  would  generate. 
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In  order  to  insure  that  existing  regional  capacity  was  not  overlooked,  several 
of  the  existing  regional  airports,  both  within  and  outside  of  Massachusetts 
(Providence,  Manchester,  NH  and  Worcester)  were  reviewed  to  determine 
whether  they  met  the  most  basic  criteria  for  being  evaluated  as  possible 
Second  Major  Airport  sites.  They  were  found  to  have  significant  constraints 
to  expansion  due  to  very  dense  surrounding  development  and/or  severe 
topographical  problems. 

The  decommissioned  Pease  Air  Force  Base  in  Portsmouth,  NH  was  also 
reviewed.  Studies  recently  prepared  by  the  Pease  Redevelopment  Authority 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  indicate  that  the 
site  may  eventually  house  a  2-4  million  passenger  commercial  airport. 
However,  it  could  not  serve  as  the  site  for  a  Second  Major  Airport  because  of 
its  distance  from  the  market  demand  for  air  travel. 

In  summary,  the  Airport  System  Plan  concluded  that  to  meet  the  aviation 
needs  of  the  next  century,  Massachusetts  should  begin  to  identify  possible 
Second  Major  Airport  sites  and  reserve  the  required  land  area.  This  would 
preserve  the  State's  option  to  construct  such  a  facility  should  the  state  and  the 
region  determine  that  such  an  action  should  be  taken.  Early  planning  would 
also  provide  sufficient  time  for  local  communities  to  develop  and  implement 
growth  management  plans. 

Project  Description 

The  product  of  this  study  is  the  identification  of  sites  in  Massachusetts  which 
may  be  suitable  for  a  Second  Major  Airport  (SMA).  Sites  which  are  identified 
as  providing  the  greatest  possible  opportunity  for  a  SMA  would  be  evaluated 
in  much  greater  detail  in  subsequent  studies.  This  Phase  I  Siting  Study  is  not 
an  environmental  impact  assessment  under  the  Massachusetts  or  National 
Environmental  Policy  Acts.  Future  studies  would  fall  under  the  auspices  of 
both,  and  would  entail  detailed  on-site  investigations  and  original  data 
collection. 

A  second  product  is  an  Action  Plan  which  identifies  the  steps  toward 
determining  whether  a  SMA  will  be  developed,  the  means  by  which  a  final 
site  selection  would  be  made,  and  the  tools  which  will  provide  the  host 
communities  with  the  means  to  carry  out  growth  management  in  response  to 
the  siting  of  such  a  major  new  facility. 

The  primary  tasks  which  have  been  undertaken  during  the  study  are  as 
follows: 

1.  Preparation  of  airport  models  which  describe  the  physical  and  operational 
characteristics  of  a  Second  Major  Airport. 
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2.  Development  of  site  criteria  to  guide  the  evaluation  of  possible  sites  for  a 
Second  Major  Airport. 

3.  Preparation  of  an  inventory  of  sites  which  included  all  those  locations  in 
the  State  which  might  possibly  accommodate  a  Second  Major  Airport. 

4.  Screening  of  the  sites  to  develop  a  recommendation  about  which  sites  are 
appropriate  for  further  consideration  as  possible  SMA  locations. 

5.  Development  of  an  outline  of  future  planning  actions  and  considerations 
necessary  to  determine  whether  a  SMA  will  be  built,  and,  if  so,  how  to 
select  the  final  site,  and  to  provide  host  communities  with  the  tools 
necessary  to  carry  out  growth  management. 

Study  Process 

The  study  was  divided  into  two  parts.  Part  A  included  preparation  of  the 
airport  models  which  were  used  to  identify  and  evaluate  possible  sites, 
established  the  site  criteria  and  range  of  issues  important  to  evaluating  sites, 
prepared  an  inventory  of  all  possible  sites,  undertook  the  first  level  of 
analysis,  and  developed  an  interim  list  of  12  sites  to  be  looked  at  in  greater 
detail. 

Part  B  examined  the  12  sites  identified  in  Part  A  in  much  greater  detail, 
evaluated  their  opportunities  and  constraints,  and  has  yielded  a 
recommendation  about  which  sites  are  suitable  for  further  study  as  possible 
sites  for  a  Second  Major  Airport.  Part  B  eliminated  those  sites  which  do  not 
adequately  satisfy  the  criteria  established  during  Part  A  of  the  study. 

A  series  of  detailed  site  profiles  has  been  prepared  for  the  12  sites  studied 
during  Part  B.  Those  profiles  are  included  in  the  Phase  I  Technical  Report 
which  accompanies  this  Summary  Report. 
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Part  A  Key  Study  Findings 
Identification  of  the  Interim  List  of  Sites 


182  possible  locations  for  a  SMA  were  identified  during  the  initial  site 
search. 

Critical  site  constraints  were  identified  and  used  to  evaluate  possible 
locations.  These  constraints  were:  severely  restricted  airspace;  areas  of 
dense  residential  and  commercial  development;  major  water  bodies  and 
wetlands;  and  areas  of  severe  topography. 

32  locations  faced  none  of  these  constraints  and  were  thus  selected  as  the 
inventory  of  sites  worthy  of  further  investigation. 

Site  criteria  were  developed  to  evaluate  the  32  locations  for  their  potential 
merit  as  SMA  sites.  These  were:  airfield  capacity;  aircraft  operations; 
market  capture;  noise  impacts  on  residential  areas;  impacts  on  state  or 
federal  protected  park,  recreation  or  conservation  areas;  and  core  parcel 
size. 

Following  evaluation  of  the  32  locations  on  the  basis  of  the  site  criteria, 
four  groups  of  sites  with  distinct  characteristics  emerged  These  were: 
Group  1.     Those  sites  which  had  reasonable  characteristics  with  respect 
to  all  of  the  site  criteria  (12  locations).  These  12  sites  form  the 
interim  list  of  sites  evaluated  further  during  Part  B. 
Group  1A.  Those  sites  which  had  reasonable  characteristics  with  respect 
to  all  of  the  site  criteria,  with  the  exception  that  they  would 
require  the  use  of  very  large  areas  of  parkland  (4  locations). 
Group  2.      Those  sites  which  did  not  meet  a  number  of  site  criteria  very 
well.  In  particular  they  were  likely  to  result  in  significant 
noise  impacts  to  existing  communities  (5  locations). 
Group  3.      Those  sites  which  could  not  accommodate  more  than  one 
10,000  foot  runway,  and  could  thus  not  meet  the  airfield 
capacity  needs  of  a  Second  Major  Airport  (12  locations). 
Further  site  criteria  were  developed  to  evaluate  the  interim  list  of  sites 
and  identify  sites  which  were  suitable  for  further  study.  These  were: 
aeronautical  features;  cost;  economic  impacts;  environmental  impacts; 
land  use  compatibility;  market  capture;  site  features;  and  transportation 
features. 


The  findings  of  the  Part  A  Study  were  presented  by  the  Consultant  Team  to 
the  MAC  on  November  27,  1990.  The  Commission  voted  to  take  the 
following  action  during  Part  B  of  the  Siting  Study. 

1.  To  eliminate  from  further  investigation  those  sites  which  cannot 

accommodate  adequate  airfield  capacity  to  serve  as  a  SMA.  12  locations  - 
Group  3. 
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2.  To  evaluate  further  those  12  locations  which  had  reasonable  characteristics 
relative  to  all  of  the  site  criteria  -  Group  1. 

3.  To  hold  in  reserve  those  sites  which  are  primarily  parkland  (Group  1A)  or 
which  do  not  meet  a  number  of  the  site  criteria  -  Group  2.  It  was 
recommended  that  these  sites  not  be  given  further  consideration  during 
this  study,  but  that  they  be  re-evaluated  at  a  later  date  if  none  of  the  Group 
1  sites  were  deemed  to  be  suitable  for  further  investigation  as  a  site  for  a 
Second  Major  Airport  following  the  conclusion  of  this  study. 

Economic  Impacts  of  a  Second  Major  Airport 

Airports  provide  tremendous  economic  benefit  to  the  region  in  which  they 
are  located.  These  benefits  include  creation  of  airport-related  jobs,  support  of 
regional  businesses  through  provision  of  vital  transportation  links  to  distant 
markets,  and  support  of  local  businesses  through  the  purchase  of  goods  and 
services.  The  availability  of  air  service  is  of  primary  importance  to  the 
businesses  choosing  to  locate  their  corporate  and  regional  headquarters  and 
research  and  development  facilities.  These  types  of  businesses  comprise  a 
major  component  of  the  Massachusetts  and  New  England  regional  economy. 

A  preliminary  estimate  of  the  economic  impacts  of  a  SMA  was  developed  as 
part  of  the  study.  It  consists  of  models  which  indicate  a  range  of  possible 
economic  benefits  at  each  of  the  three  respective  airport  passenger  levels:  10, 
20  and  30  million  annual  passengers'.  Each  model  presents  a  range  of  direct, 
indirect  and  induced  impacts,  and  jobs  for  the  associated  level  of  activity.  The 
economic  impacts  described  in  this  study  are  considered  to  be  relatively 
independent  of  airport  location,  and  primarily  related  to  the  volume  of  traffic 
at  the  potential  airport.  To  a  large  extent,  the  underlying  assumptions  rely  on 
extrapolations  from  data  obtained  for  Logan.  In  a  more  detailed  analyses  of 
sites  which  may  be  considered  for  a  SMA  in  later  phases  of  work,  the 
estimated  economic  impacts  would  be  refined  to  reflect  specific  location  and 
current  data. 

The  total  direct,  indirect  and  induced  economic  impacts  of  a  Second  Major 
Airport  with  annual  passenger  levels  of  10,  20  and  30  million  range  from 
about  SI. 5  billion  to  around  S5.0  billion  per  year,  depending  on  the  level  of 
operations. 

The  number  of  jobs  generated  by  a  Second  Major  Airport  at  annual  passenger 
levels  of  10,  20  and  30  million  range  from  about  10,000  to  over  50,000.  The 
jobs  generated  by  an  airport  cover  the  full  range  of  skill  and  training 
requirements,  from  jobs  which  do  not  require  a  high  school  diploma  to  those 


5 


Summary  and  Introduction 


Level  2  Importance 

•  Article  97  Lands  (publicly  owned  natural  resource  protection  land 
requiring  a  2/3  vote  of  the  State  Legislature  to  permit  a  change  in 
use) 

•  Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Local  Protection 

•  Land  Use/Growth  Management  Opportunities 

•  Rail  Access 

Level  3  Importance 

•  Airport  Site  Construction  Costs 

•  Floodplains 

•  Institutional  Relocation 

•  Job  Displacement 

•  Operational  Interaction  with  Other  Airports 

•  Private  conservation  land 

•  Scenic  Landscape 

•  Site  Size  (approximate) 

•  Water  Resources  (other  than  drinking  water  resources) 

Many  other  aspects  of  the  sites  were  examined  in  addition  to  those  noted 
above.  The  additional  information  compiled,  and  described  in  detail  in  the 
Technical  Report,  includes:  site  physical  characteristics;  on-site  land  uses  by 
type  and  number;  utilities;  ownership  information;  weather;  aeronautical 
obstructions;  airspace  issues;  agricultural  land;  hazardous  and  solid  waste 
sites;  comparative  acquisition  cost  data;  and  regional  demographic  and 
economic  information.  These  other  factors  were  deemed  to  be  less  important, 
or  to  provide  little  guidance  as  to  the  differences  among  the  sites.  For 
example  weather  conditions  were  profiled  at  each  of  the  sites.  However, 
none  of  the  sites  exhibited  any  weather  characteristics  which  were  likely  to 
significantly  affect  the  operations  of  a  major  airport  and  thus  this  criteria  was 
not  used  in  the  final  evaluation  of  the  sites. 


7 


Summary  and  Introduction 


Overall  Site  Evaluations 

The  information  and  evaluations  developed  during  this  Site  Selection  Study 
have  provided  adequate  data  to  eliminate  some  sites  from  further 
consideration  due  to  constraints  which  would  prevent  them  from  being 
suitable  sites  for  a  Second  Major  Airport  and  to  identify  sites  which  present 
reasonable  potential.  The  information  is  not  adequate  to  determine  whether 
any  of  the  sites  will  ultimately  prove  to  be  suitable  for  a  Second  Major 
Airport.  A  table  summarizing  the  site  evaluations  and  a  figure  graphically 
illustrating  the  overall  results  are  on  the  following  pages. 

Based  on  review  and  compilation  of  the  site  evaluation  criteria  listed  above 
and  described  in  the  report  which  follows,  three  sites  emerged  as  posing  the 
greatest  opportunity  for  further  evaluation  and  study.  These  are: 

Site  A  -    Fort  Devens  South  Post 
Site  B  -     Fort  Devens  Central  Post 
Site  G  -  Douglas/Uxbridge 

Among  the  remaining  sites  two  emerge  as  possibly  holding  some  potential 
for  further  review.  These  are: 

Site  D  -    Massachusetts  Military  Reservation  North,  Camp  Edwards 
Site  BB  -  Winchendon/Gardner 

The  remaining  seven  sites  are  so  constrained  that  they  do  not  seem  suitable 
for  further  consideration.  These  are: 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air  National  Guard  Base 

Site  H  -  Fall  River /Freetown 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/Lakeville 

Site  M  -  Middleborough 

SiteP-  Plymouth /Pine  Hills 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Site  DD  -  Hubbardston 
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Figure  1 
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Figure  2 

Overall  Site  Evaluations 

Column  Length  Denotes  Poor  Evaluations 
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Dfwni  Deveru  North  National  Uxbridge       Freetown       Lakevule        borough           Pine  don/  aton 

South  Central  Camp  Guard                                                                                        Hills  Gardner 

Poet              Port  Edwardi  Baw 


Report  Organization 


The  remainder  of  the  report  provides  a  summary  of  the  information  used  to 
develop  the  findings  described  in  the  introductory  chapter.  A  brief  synopsis 
of  the  contents  of  each  chapter  is  as  follows: 

Chapter  2 

Site  Evaluation  Criteria  and  Methodology  -  introduces  the  criteria  and 
describes  how  the  evaluations  were  used. 

Chapter  3 

Site  Evaluations  -  describes  the  importance  and  means  of  analysis  for  each 
criterion  and  summarizes  the  findings  for  each  of  the  12  sites. 

Chapter  4 

Development  of  Overall  Site  Evaluations  -  describes  how  the  sites  were 
evaluated  with  respect  to  all  the  criteria  and  relative  to  each  other. 

Chapter  5 

Site  Descriptions  -  presents  a  "picture"  of  each  site  as  it  exists  today. 
Chapter  6 

Action  Plan  -  outlines  the  next  steps  in  the  SMA  planning  process. 


Chapter  2 

Site  Evaluation  Criteria  and  Methodology 


Site  Evaluation  Criteria  and  Methodology 


Site  Evaluation  Criteria  and  Methodology 

The  criteria  which  were  used  to  evaluate  and  compare  the  twelve  sites  were 
selected  because  they  provided  the  best  set  of  information  available  to 
understand  the  opportunities  and  constraints  which  exist  at  each  site;  and  to 
compare  the  sites  to  each  other.  The  criteria  were  chosen  from  among  many 
possible  options,  and  information  on  additional  features  was  collected  and  is 
contained  in  the  site  profiles. 

Twenty-two  criteria  were  used  in  developing  the  recommended  short  list.  Of 
these,  nine  are  ranked  of  the  greatest  importance;  four  are  of  secondary 
importance;  and  nine  are  of  tertiary  importance.  The  criteria  are  listed  below 
(in  alphabetical  order  within  each  level)  and  described  in  greater  detail  on  the 
pages  which  follow. 

Level  1  Importance 

•  Airside  Flexibility/Capacity 

•  Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Federal  and/or  State  Protection 

•  Market  Catchment  (passenger) 

•  Noise  Impacts 

•  Rare  Species  (plant  and/or  animal  species  known  to  exist  on  or  adjacent  to 
the  site) 

•  Residential  Relocations  (civilian) 

•  Roadway  Access 

•  Section  4(f)  Impacts  (impacts  to  public  conservation,  recreation  or  wildlife 
protection  areas  and  to  historic  and /or  archaeologic  resources) 

•  Wetlands 

Level  2  Importance 

•  Article  97  (publicly  owned  natural  resource  protection  land  requiring  a  2/3 
vote  of  the  State  Legislature  to  permit  a  change  in  use) 

•  Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Local  Protection 

•  Land  Use/Growth  Management  Opportunities 

•  Rail  Access 
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Level  3  Importance 

•  Airport  Site  Construction  Costs 

•  Floodplains 

•  Institutional  Relocation 

•  Job  Displacement 

•  Operational  Interaction  with  Other  Airports 

•  Private  Conservation  Land 

•  Scenic  Landscape 

•  Site  Size  (approximate) 

•  Water  Resources  (other  than  drinking  water  resources) 
Site  Evaluation  Methodology 

Two  basic  steps  were  carried  out  to  evaluate  the  sites  and  develop  a 
recommended  short  list. 

1.  Each  site  was  evaluated  and  given  an  overall  evaluation  of  "good", 
"moderate"  or  "poor"  for  each  of  the  22  site  criteria. 

2.  The  twelve  sites  were  then  evaluated  for  all  of  the  criteria  together  and  all 
of  the  sites  were  reviewed  as  a  group  to  determine  which  among  them 
were  suitable  for  further  investigation  as  a  possible  site  for  a  Second  Major 
Airport. 

Site  Evaluations  -  The  specific  factors  which  were  evaluated  for  each 
criterion,  a  summary  of  the  conditions  at  each  site,  and  an  overall  site 
evaluation  is  provided  in  summary  form  in  the  pages  which  follow.  Greater 
detail  on  each  site  is  provided  in  the  Technical  Report. 

Many  other  aspects  of  the  sites  were  examined  in  addition  to  those  noted 
above.  The  additional  information  described  in  detail  in  the  Technical 
Report,  includes:  site  physical  characteristics;  on-site  land  uses  by  type  and 
number;  utilities;  transportation  characteristics;  ownership  information; 
weather;  aeronautical  obstructions;  airspace  issues;  agricultural  land; 
hazardous  and  solid  waste  sites;  comparative  acquisition  cost  data;  and 
regional  demographic  and  economic  information.  These  other  factors  were 
deemed  to  be  less  import,  or  to  provide  little  guidance  determining 
differences  among  the  sites.  For  example,  weather  conditions  were  profiled  at 
each  of  the  sites.  However,  none  of  the  sites  exhibited  any  weather 
characteristics  which  were  likely  to  significantly  affect  the  operations  of  a 
major  airport  and  thus  this  criteria  was  not  used  in  the  final  evaluation  of  the 
sites. 
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Issues  Which  Cannot  Be  Addressed  at  this  Stage  of  Evaluation 

Three  issues  which  may  be  of  importance  during  later  phases  of  study  could 
not  be  included  in  the  evaluations  carried  out  to  date  because  of  the 
enormous  uncertainty  about  their  impacts,  costs,  and  eventual  degree  of 
importance.  These  issues  are  described  below. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  there  may  be  other  issues  of  the  same  magnitude 
which  have  not  yet  been  identified,  but  which  will  need  to  be  addressed  in 
subsequent  studies.  It  is  the  nature  of  preliminary  site  selection  studies  to  be 
faced  with  a  number  of  "unknowns"  which  will  be  examined  in  later  stages  of 
work. 

Off  Site  Transportation  Improvements  -  Several  sites  would  require  major  off 
site  transportation  improvements  if  they  were  to  house  a  SMA.  In  particular, 
Sites  D  and  Dl  would  require  an  additional  crossing  of  the  Cape  Cod  Canal.  It 
is  not  known  how  expensive  or  difficult  such  an  undertaking  would  be  and  it 
could  not  therefore  be  factored  into  the  present  study.  While  on  the  surface  it 
might  appear  to  be  more  difficult  than  access  issues  at  other  sites,  this  is  not 
yet  known  to  be  the  case. 

Unexploded  Ordnance  Areas  -  Two  of  the  sites:  Site  A  -  Fort  Devens  South 
Post  and  Site  D  -  MMR  North,  Camp  Edwards  contain  areas  with  unexploded 
ordnance  in  them.  The  costs  and  difficulty  of  clean-up  are  unknown.  It  is 
assumed  that  if  the  sites  were  to  be  used  for  purposes  other  than  military 
training  the  Department  of  Defense  would  be  responsible  for  their 
remediation. 

Relocation  of  Major  Power  Transmission  Lines  -  Site  P  -  Plymouth,  Pine  Hills 
is  traversed  by  major  transmission  lines  from  the  Pilgrim  Nuclear  Power 
Plant.  The  cost  and  difficulty  of  relocating  these  lines,  while  assumed  to  be 
high,  is  not  known  in  sufficient  detail  to  be  included  in  the  evaluation. 
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Site  Evaluations 


Airside  Flexibility/Capacity 


Level  1  Importance 


Airside  Flexibility  /  Capacity 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Airside  flexibility  and  capacity  at  any  airport  are  directly  related  to  the  number 
and  layout  of  runways.  Airside  flexibility  refers  to  the  ability  to  accommodate 
traffic  during  periods  when  one  or  more  runways  cannot  be  used  for  aircraft 
operations.  These  runway  outages  may  be  due  to  weather  (e.g.  crosswind 
limit  is  exceeded)  or  maintenance  (e.g.  snow  removal).  Airside  capacity  refers 
to  the  number  of  departures  and  arrivals  an  airport  can  handle  in  a  specified 
time  period. 

The  two  primary  means  of  enhancing  airside  flexibility  and  capacity  are  the 
use  of  parallel  runways  and  the  use  of  crosswind  runways.  Parallel  runways 
allow  operations  to  occur  simultaneously  (provided  that  the  separation 
between  the  two  runways  meets  FAA  criteria),  thus  increasing  capacity. 
Furthermore,  if  one  runway  in  a  pair  of  parallels  is  closed  for  maintenance, 
operations  can  continue  on  the  other  runway.  The  availability  of  a  crosswind 
runway  allows  operations  to  continue  when  wind  conditions  do  not  allow 
the  primary  runway  direction  to  be  utilized.  The  crosswind  runwray  can  also 
be  used  in  addition  to  the  primary  runway  during  those  time  periods  when 
winds  allow  both  the  crosswind  runway  direction  and  the  primary  runwray 
direction  to  be  employed.  During  these  time  periods,  it  can  also  be  used  as  a 
replacement  if  a  primary  runway  is  out  of  service.  Hence,  both  the  addition 
of  parallel  and  crosswind  runways  provide  additional  flexibility  and  capacity. 

The  construction  of  a  major  new  airport  would  occur  in  phases.  Initially,  the 
airport  might  open  with  only  one  operational  runway,  oriented  according  to 
the  primary  wind  direction.  With  increases  in  demand,  additional  parallel 
and  crosswind  runways  could  be  added  to  provide  additional  airside  flexibility 
and  capacity.  However,  due  to  site  size  and  layout  there  is  a  limit  on  the 
ultimate  runway  configuration.  The  higher  this  limit  is,  the  longer  it  will 
take  until  capacity  at  the  airport  is  exceeded,  and  new  capacity  needs  to  be 
added  elsewhere  in  the  region.  A  higher  limit  implies  lower  delays  and 
savings  in  planning  and  construction  costs  on  a  long  term  basis.  It  should  be 
viewed  as  a  form  of  insurance  against  future  growth  in  air  transportation 
demand.  Ultimate  design  capacity  is  therefore  a  crucial  element  in  evaluating 
an  airport  site,  no  matter  what  the  initial  runway  layout  is. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Each  proposed  site  was  analyzed  to  identify  any  constraints  limiting  the 
construction  of  a  set  of  independent  parallel  runways  and  a  single  crosswind 
runway.  Issues  considered  include:  predominant  wind  direction,  site  size 
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Airside  Flexibility/Capacity 


Level  1  Importance 


and  layout,  topographical  features,  surrounding  residential  developments, 
and  wetlands.  An  ideal  site  should  be  able  to  accommodate  independent 
parallel  runways  in  the  primary  wind  direction,  and  considerable  flexibility 
should  exist  for  the  addition  of  a  crosswind  runway. 

No  implication  is  made  that  the  airport  will  ever  be  developed  to  its  ultimate 
limit.  The  evaluations  are  simply  based  on  the  potential  of  each  site  in  terms 
of  airside  flexibility  and  capacity. 
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Airside  Flexibility/Capacity 


Level  1  Importance 


Airside  Flexibility  /  Capacity  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Accommodates 
Independent  Parallel 
Runways? 

Flexibility  Exists  in 
Adding  Site  Crosswind 
Runwav? 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
South  Post 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvens 
Central  Post 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  D-MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Yes 

No 

Moderate 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbard  ston 

Yes 

Yes 

Good 
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Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Federal  and/or  State  Protection 


Level  1  Importance 


Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Federal  and/or  State  Protection 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection's  Division  of  Water  Supply  (DWS), 
and  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  (MDC),  have  adopted  stringent 
protection  measures  to  protect  aquifers  and  surface  water  supplies  that  are 
utilized  by  large  numbers  of  people  as  potable  sources  of  water. 

For  example,  based  on  certain  established  criteria,  the  EPA  can  designate  a 
particular  aquifer  as  a  Sole  Source  Aquifer  (SSA),  thereby  allowing  the  EPA  to 
review  all  projects  receiving  federal  financial  assistance.  Such  reviews  could 
either  prevent  a  commitment  of  funding  or  require  redesign  of  the  project  if 
it  was  determined  that  the  project  had  a  negative  impact  on  the  water  supply 
source.  The  Division  of  Water  Supply  enforces  the  State  Drinking  Water 
Regulations,  the  Surface  Water  Discharge  Permit  Program,  and  the  Ground 
Water  Discharge  Permit  Program,  under  which  certain  requirements  must  be 
met  before  a  project  discharges  to  waters  of  the  State.  Finally,  the 
Metropolitan  District  Commission  is  responsible  for  management  of  the 
source  reservoirs  and  their  respective  watersheds,  and  for  securing  and 
maintaining  an  adequate  supply  of  high-quality  water  to  meet  the  demands  of 
the  many  communities  served  by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources 
Authority  (MWRA). 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Contact  was  established  with  the  following  agencies  to  obtain  mapping  of  the 
drinking  water  resources  under  their  purview. 

•  U.S.  EPA  -  Sole  Source  Aquifers 

•  Mass  GIS  -  Public  water  supply  areas  and  wellhead  protection  areas 

•  MDC  -  Watershed  protection  areas 

The  site  evaluations  were  developed  based  on  the  number  and  extent  of 
federallv-  and  state-protected  drinking  water  resources  that  could  be  affected. 
The  evaluation  took  into  account  the  number  of  people  who  make  use  of 
these  various  water  sources. 
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Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Federal  and/or  State  Protection 


Level  1  Importance 


Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Federal  and/or  State  Protection  Summaries 
and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Resources  Affected 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvens 
South  Post 

None 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

3  public  water  supply  wells 

1,040  acres  of  6  Wellhead  Protection  Areas 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

EPA  Sole  Source  Aquifer 

Poor 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

EPA  Sole  Source  Aquifer 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

54  acres  of  1  Wellhead  Protection  Area 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 

Froof  r\  \  a  t  r\ 
i  J  trt.  IU  w  1 1 

Located  immediately  adjacent  to  Copicut  Reservoir, 

a  \_-ldDD  r\.  WalOlA/Uy  \ls\J\CiUlS~  jUUI  It  Ul   Walcl  / 

Moderate 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

Class  A  (potable  source  of  water)  tributary  of  Long 
Pond  (public  water  supply  reservoir) 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

1  public  water  supply  well 

220  acres  of  2  Wellhead  Protection  Areas 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

ErA  Sole  Source  Aquifer 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

EPA  Sole  Source  Aquifer 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

200  acres  of  1  Wellhead  Protection  Area 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

2,300  acres  of  MDC  watershed  protection 
landholdings 

Poor 
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Market  Catchment 


Level  1  Importance 


Market  Catchment 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Market  catchment  (as  it  is  being  evaluated  in  this  siting  study)  is  the  measure 
of  how  well  the  location  of  the  different  sites  under  consideration  matches 
the  location  of  the  travelers  who  will  be  using  air  transportation. 

Air  transportation  demand  is  affected  by  several  factors  including  ground 
access,  proximity  to  population  centers,  fare  levels,  airline  schedules,  etc. 
However,  for  the  purpose  of  comparing  proposed  SMA  sites,  the  main 
distinguishing  factor  is  location.  Location  is  important  relative  to  both  ease  of 
access  for  potential  passengers,  and  as  a  measure  of  a  possible  new  airport's 
relationship  with  the  existing  regional  airports. 

Market  catchment  is  important  to  the  development  of  a  SMA  because  an 
airport  must  be  located  in  close  enough  proximity  to  the  people  it  will  serve 
to  do  its  job  as  a  component  of  the  transportation  infrastructure.  If  the  site  is 
too  far  from  its  market,  it  will  not  serve  that  market  well,  and  may  in  fact  not 
be  developable  or  be  able  to  attract  adequate  financing. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

In  order  to  evaluate  the  relative  attractiveness  of  the  sites  to  the  projected 
2010  market  demand  for  air  travel,  a  trip  distribution  model  (known  as  a 
gravity  model)  was  used  to  estimate  the  number  of  passengers  who  might  use 
the  SMA  at  each  of  the  12  sites.  The  model  took  into  consideration  three  basic 
factors: 

1.  The  location  of  air  travelers  (based  on  the  2010  trip  forecasts  developed  for 
Massport  by  the  consulting  firm  of  SH&E).  This  information  was  the  same 
for  each  site. 

2.  The  other  regional  airports  and  their  relative  attractiveness  to  travelers. 
This  information  was  the  same  for  each  site. 

3.  The  location  of  each  of  the  12  sites  in  relation  to  the  two  factors  described 
above. 

The  model  indicated  that  there  were  significant  differences  between  the  sites 
in  their  attractiveness  to  air  travelers.  The  results  yielded  three  basic  clusters 
of  sites  based  on  the  percent  of  the  projected  travelers  who  would  use  the 
SMA  in  each  of  the  12  locations. 
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Level  1  Importance 


•  A  good  evaluation  was  given  to  sites  that  attract  20  -  22.4%  of  the  forecast 
travel  demand. 

•  A  moderate  evaluation  was  given  to  sites  that  attract  16.2  -  17.7%  of  the 
forecast  travel  demand. 

•  A  poor  evaluation  was  given  to  sites  that  attract  11.9  -  14.5%  of  the  forecast 
travel  demand. 
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Level  1  Importance 


Market  Catchment  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  or  Conditions 
Market  Catchment 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

21.2% 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

20.4% 

Good 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

11.9% 

Poor 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

11.9% 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

22.4% 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

17.7% 

Moderate 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

17.7% 

Moderate 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

20.0% 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

14.5% 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

14.3% 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

13.8% 

Poor 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

16.2% 

Moderate 
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Level  1  Importance 


Noise  Impacts  on  Residential  Areas 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Aircraft  noise  continues  to  be  one  of  the  major  impacts  associated  with  an 
airport's  operation.  Noise  impact  is  generally  assessed  by  the  integration  of 
noise  level  data  with  the  types  of  land  uses  experiencing  that  noise.  Noise 
levels  for  this  siting  study  were  developed  based  on  assumptions  of  future 
aircraft  fleet  mix  expected  to  serve  the  aforementioned  passenger  projections. 

The  early  planning  for  the  siting  of  a  new  airport  provides  an  opportunity  to 
minimize  the  noise  impact  of  future  operations  by  locating  and  positioning 
the  airport  layout  so  as  to  avoid  existing  and  currently  proposed  noise- 
sensitive  areas  in  its  vicinity. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Noise  levels  from  projected  annual  operations  (i.e.,  370,000)  at  the  Second 
Major  Airport  were  estimated  under  a  three-runway  configuration  for  the 
year  2010  scenario  using  the  standard  FAA  index  for  determining  the 
cumulative  noise  exposure  of  individuals  to  noise,  known  as  the  yearly  day- 
night  average  sound  level  or  "YDNL"  (also  expressed  as  Ldn).  The  Ldn  value 
is  a  single  number  descriptor  of  the  time-varying  noise  energy  occurring  over 
a  24-hour  period,  with  a  weight  factor  for  the  human  sensitivity  to  noise 
applied  during  the  nighttime  period  (10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.). 

For  each  site,  noise  exposure  maps  were  created  consisting  of  noise  contours 
of  the  various  Ldn  levels  (65,  70,  75,  etc.)  expressed  as  series  of  lines  drawn 
over  a  map  of  the  given  site  area.  This  map  shows  the  overall  site  area 
exposed  to  a  given  Ldn  level. 

The  area  within  the  Ldn  65  noise  contour  was  examined  at  each  site  for 
residential  and  other  non-compatible  uses.  The  area  (acres)  was  calculated  for 
high-density  residential,  medium-density  residential,  and  institutional  uses. 
The  overall  evaluation  designations  for  the  sites  were  then  related  to  the 
range  of  acres  affected. 
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Level  1  Importance 


Noise  Impacts  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


bite 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Acres  of  Residential  Development  with  the  65  Ldn 

L^veran  one 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvens 
South  Post 

18  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvens 
Central  Post 

91  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

0  acres  of  high  or  medium  density  residential 
development 

Good 

bite  U 1  -  Utis  Air 
National  Guard 

2  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 

Lood 

one     -  uougias/ 
Uxbridge 

33  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 
27  acres  of  medium  densirv  residential  development 

Moderate 

DiiG  ri  -  rail  Kiver/ 
Freetown 

29  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 
4  acres  of  medium  density  residential  development 

Good 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

18  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 
26  acres  of  medium  density  residential  development 

Cjood 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

5  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
i  ine  Hills 

58  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 
35  acres  of  medium  density  residential  development 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

240  acres  of  high  density  residential  development 
29  acres  of  medium  density  residential  development 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

0  acres  of  high  or  medium  density  residential 
development 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

0  acres  of  high  or  medium  density  residential 
development 

Good 
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Rare  Species 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 
Federal  Regulatory  Protection 

Under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended  in  1978,  1982,  and 
1988,  an  "endangered  species"  is  defined  as  any  species  which  is  in  danger  of 
extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range.  A  "threatened 
species"  is  defined  as  any  species  which  is  likely  to  become  endangered  within 
the  foreseeable  future.  Under  the  Act,  the  definition  of  "species"  extends  over 
and  above  the  usual  meaning  of  the  term  to  include  subspecies  of  all  groups 
and  distinct  populations  of  vertebrate  groups. 

The  purpose  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  is  to  provide  a  program  for 
the  conservation  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  and  for  the  ecosystems 
upon  which  they  depend.  Section  7  of  the  Act  requires  each  Federal  agency  to 
insure  that 

"any  action  authorized,  funded,  or  carried  out  by  such  agency  ...  is  not  likely  to 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  endangered  species  or  threatened  species  or 
result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  habitat  of  such  species  which  is 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  as  appropriate  with  the  affected 
States,  to  be  critical,  unless  such  agency  has  been  granted  an  exemption  for  such  action 
by  the  Committee..." 

State  Regulatory  Protection 

On  December  27,  1990,  the  Massachusetts  Endangered  Species  Act  was  signed 
into  law.  The  principal  features  of  this  Act  include  the  following: 

•  It  prohibits  the  "taking"  of  any  rare  plants  or  animals  (vertebrates  and  invertebrates) 
listed  as  state  endangered,  threatened,  or  special  concern  unless  specifically  permitted  for 
scientific,  educational,  or  propagation  purposes. 

•  It  protects  "significant  habitats"  which  can  be  designated  for  endangered  or  threatened 
species  populations  after  a  public  hearing  process.  In  most  cases,  alterations  of  such 
habitats  will  require  a  permit  from  the  Division  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife.  One  exception 
to  the  standard  permit  process  involves  permits  that  are  issued  if  rare  species  mitigation 
measures  have  been  incorporated  for  projects  that  satisfactorily  pass  through  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  process. 

In  addition  to  the  Federal  Act's  "endangered"  and  "threatened"  species 
definitions,  under  the  State's  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  following 
definitions  are  also  provided: 
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•  A  "species  of  special  concern"  is  any  species  or  animal  which  has  been  documented  by 
biological  research  and  inventory  to  have  suffered  a  decline  that  could  threaten  the  species 
if  allowed  to  continue  unchecked  or  that  occurs  in  such  small  numbers  or  with  such  a 
restricted  distribution  or  specialized  habitat  requirements  that  it  could  easily  become 
threatened  within  the  Commonwealth. 

•  A  "significant  habitat"  is  a  specific  area  of  the  Commonwealth,  designated  in  accordance 
with  Section  4  of  the  Act,  in  which  are  found  the  physical  or  biological  features  important 
to  the  conservation  of  a  threatened  or  endangered  species  population  and  which  may 
require  special  management  considerations  or  protection. 

The  Massachusetts  Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife's  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NH&ESP)  has  indicated  that  the  regulations 
enforcing  the  State  law  are  to  be  promulgated  by  the  end  of  1991.  Both  federal 
and  state  acts  will  apply  to  the  consideration  of  sites  for  a  SMA. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Coordination  was  established  with  both  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  to  determine  whether  any  species 
which  is  listed  or  proposed  to  be  listed  as  endangered  or  threatened  may  be 
present  in  the  area  affected  by  each  of  the  12  potential  airport  sites. 

The  Massachusetts  Division  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife's  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  was  also  consulted  to  determine  the  presence  of 
any  state-designated  endangered,  threatened,  or  species  of  special  concern,  as 
well  as  significant  habitats,  that  were  located  within  or  adjacent  to  any  of  the 
12  potential  sites.  Finally,  previously  prepared  environmental  and  local 
master  plan  documents  were  also  reviewed  to  determine  the  presence  of  such 
species  and  habitats  at  site  specific  areas.  Coordination  with  public  interest 
groups  was  also  undertaken. 

The  ranking  of  the  12  sites  relative  to  habitats  of  endangered,  threatened  and 
species  of  special  concern  was  based  on  an  assessment  of  a  combination  of  the 
factors  listed  below: 

1.  Total  amount  of  habitat  acreage  within  site  boundaries; 

2.  Total  number  of  habitats  completely  and  partially  within  site  boundaries; 

3.  Total  number  of  the  aforementioned  species  cited  within  each  site; 

4.  Habitats  near  each  site  and  distance;  and 

5.  Other  considerations,  such  as: 
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•  locations  of  wildlife  refuges  and  flyways; 

•  established  bird  management  programs; 

•  nearby  uncommon  habitat  areas  and  Federally-listed  threatened  and 
endangered  species. 

For  those  sites  that  were  determined  to  have  little  to  no  impact  upon  such 
species  and  their  habitats,  a  "good"  evaluation  was  awarded.  Sites  that  were 
determined  to  have  significant  impacts  to  such  areas  were  awarded  a  "poor" 
evaluation,  while  sites  with  moderate  impacts  were  given  a  "moderate" 
evaluation. 
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Rare  Species  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

#  of  areas 

total 
#  ac. 

Species  w/in 
Site 

Other 

w/in  site 

nea  r 
site 

(state-listed) 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
South  Post 

1  comp. 
2  part. 

1  @ 
1  mi. 

200 

2  threatened 
6  special 
concern 

•  near  Nashua  River 
flyway 

Poor 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
Central  Post 

- 

4@ 
2  mi 

•  near  Oxbow 

•  near  Nashua  River 
flyway 

•  sm.  whorled 
pogonia  in  Mid.  Co. 

Good 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

1  part. 

4® 
1/2 
mi. 

40 

1  special 
concern 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

3  comp. 

4® 
1  mi. 

690 

1  endangered 
1  threatened 
1  special 
concern 

•  bird  mgnt.  program 
in  place 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

1  comp. 
1  part. 

4® 
1  mi. 

38 

1  threatened 
1  special 
concern 

•  nearby  Cedar 
Swamp  -  uncommon 

Moderate 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

2  part. 

9® 
3  mi. 

273 

1  threatened 
1  special 
concern 

Moderate 

Site  Hi  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

2  part. 

7® 
6  mi. 

240 

1  special 
concern 

Moderate 

Site  M  - 

Middleborough 

3  comp. 
2  part. 

5® 
2  mi. 

940 

1  endangered 
4  special 
concern 



Poor 

bite  r  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills' 

4® 
2  mi. 

•  Fed.  endangered 
species  nearby 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

1  comp. 

4® 
2  mi. 

3 

1  endangered 

•  Fed.  endangered 
species  nearbv 

Moderate 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

2® 
3  mi. 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

Good 

Key 

w/in  =  within 

comp.  =  complete 

part.  =  partial 

@  =  approximately 
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Residential  Relocation 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

The  relocation  of  peoples'  homes  is  one  of  the  disruptive  events  that  can  be 
brought  about  by  the  implementation  of  a  new  development.  Therefore, 
whenever  possible  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  to  minimize  such  impacts.  While  the  taking  of  homes  does 
not  carry  the  same  regulatory  weight  as  a  number  of  environmental  impacts 
(such  as  wetland,  4(0  and  endangered  species  impacts),  MAC  felt  the 
emotional  and  social  importance  of  this  possible  impact  required  that  during 
this  study  of  possible  sites  this  criterion  should  be  of  Level  1  importance. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

The  number  of  civilian  housing  units  within  the  possible  site  boundaries  was 
estimated  using  assessors'  records  and  land  use  information.  Each  site  was 
looked  at  individually  and  all  land  which  was  developed  on  the  site  was 
included  in  the  estimate.  Town  officials  were  queried  about  any  new 
developments  which  might  not  have  appeared  on  land  use  or  assessors' 
information.  All  of  the  numbers  are  approximate. 

Due  to  the  transitory  nature  of  military  housing,  and  the  fact  that  the 
relocation  of  a  military  use  would  automatically  be  accompanied  by  the 
relocation  of  its  attendant  housing,  military  housing  was  not  included  in  the 
evaluation  of  residential  relocation. 
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Residential  Relocation  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Number  of  Civilian  Housing  Units  Within  the  Site 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

0 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

90 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

0 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

0 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

360 

Poor 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

260 

Poor 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

250 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

200 

Poor 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills' 

180 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

250 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

250 

Poor 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

350 

Poor 
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Roadway  Access 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

The  proximity  of  the  possible  sites  to  the  major  highway  network  is  of  great 
importance  to  the  future  accessibility  of  an  airport  for  both  passengers  and  cargo. 
While  it  is  clear  that  the  construction  of  a  Second  Major  Airport  in  any  location 
would  entail  the  development  of  major  access  roads  directly  to  the  site,  the  site's 
geographic  proximity  to  the  existing  primary  highways  provides  a  more  basic 
measure  of  the  relative  advantages /disadvantages  from  a  roadway  access  viewpoint. 
It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  much  of  the  High  Occupancy  Vehicle  (HOV) 
access  to  airports  is  provided  by  over-the-road  vehicle  rather  than  via  rail.  Buses, 
limousines  and  taxis  are  all  dependent  on  roadway  access,  and  are  much  more 
flexible  providers  of  airport  access  than  are  fixed  rail  systems. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Roadway  access  evaluations  are  based  on  the  distance  between  the  sites  and 
Interstate  Route  495  (1-495,  Boston's  "outer  belt")  and  on  the  type  of  roads  which 
connect  the  site  to  Route  1-495.  These  measures  in  combination  provide  an 
understanding  of  the  distance  (and  thus  travel  time)  between  the  sites  and  the  basic 
highway  network  and  of  the  possible  future  costs  of  creating  adequate  connections 
between  Route  1-495  and  the  sites. 
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Roadway  Access  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summarv  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  7  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 

divided  highwav 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

Miles  to  Route  M95  -  7  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 

divided  highwav 

Good 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 

v_.  ci  i  ill-/  -  a  i  w  a  i  u  j 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  27  miles 

x  y         ^*  i  \JCLKJ  v\  a  y  cii^v_\_  j  j>  iu  i\u  u  ic  l  s \j      via  t  m  i  i  ^_ 

divided  highwav 

Poor 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  29  miles 

Type  of  roadwav  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 

divided  highway 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  12  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  2  lane 

roadway 

Moderate 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  - 16  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 

divided  hichwav 

Moderate 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  14  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 

divided  highway 

Moderate 

bite  M  - 
Middleborough 

Miles  to  Route  \-A9o  -  3  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 

divided  highway  (planned  upgrading  of  existing 

roadway) 

Good 

oiie  l-i  jymoutn, 
Pine  Hills 

Miles  to  Koute  l-4yD  -  5  miles 
Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 
divided  highway  (planned  upgrading  of  existing 
road  wav) 

CjOod 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  8  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  via  4  lane 

divided  highwav  (planned  upgrading  of  existing 

roadway) 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  28  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  24  miles  via 
4  lane  divided  highway,  4  miles  via  2  lane  roadway 

Poor 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

Miles  to  Route  1-495  -  28  miles 

Type  of  roadway  access  to  Route  1-495  -  24  miles  via 
4  lane  divided  highway,  4  miles  via  2  lane  roadway 

Poor 
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Section  4(f)  Impacts 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Federal  statutes  administered  by  the  United  States  Department  of 
Transportation  (USDOT),  commonly  known  as  Section  4(f),  protect  certain 
types  of  public  park,  conservation  and  recreation  land  and  historic  property. 
The  USDOT  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  guidelines  with 
respect  to  implementation  of  Section  4(f)  are  very  stringent.  Therefore,  the 
consideration  of  these  regulations  is  a  critical  requirement  in  the  site  selection 
process. 

Specifically,  Section  4(f)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act  prohibits 
use  of  land  from  a  significant  publicly-owned  park,  recreation  area,  or 
wildlife  or  waterfowl  refuge  or  land  from  any  significant  historic  site 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  or  his  designee  determines  that  (1) 
there  are  no  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  to  the  use  of  the  land  from 
the  property;  and  (2)  the  proposed  action  includes  all  possible  planning  to 
minimize  harm  to  the  property  resulting  from  such  use. 

Supporting  information  must  demonstrate  that  there  are  unique 
problems  or  unusual  factors  involved  in  the  use  of  alternatives  that  avoid 
these  properties  or  that  the  cost,  social,  economic,  and  environmental 
impacts,  or  community  disruption  resulting  from  such  alternatives  reach 
extraordinary  magnitudes. 

With  respect  to  historic  sites,  Section  4(f)  requirements  apply  to  historic 
properties  and  archaeological  sites  on  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  Section  4(f)  does  not  apply  to  archaeological  sites  where  it  is 
determined  that  the  archaeological  resource  is  important  chiefly  because  of 
what  can  be  learned  by  data  recovery  and  has  minimum  value  for 
preservation  in  place. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Information  about  significant  publicly-owned  parks,  recreation  areas,  or 
wildlife  or  waterfowl  refuges  was  collected  from  land  use  information 
provided  by  federal,  state  and  local  sources.  Information  about  historic 
properties  and  archaeological  sites  on  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  was  collected  from  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission. 
All  of  the  information  which  went  into  evaluations  of  potential  4(f)  impacts 
was  from  existing  sources.  In  the  event  that  further  evaluations  of  any  sites 
are  conducted  under  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Massachusetts)  or 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Federal)  processes,  original  on-site 
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investigations  would  be  carried  out  to  determine  in  greater  detail  whether  4(0 
eligible  sites  and /or  properties  exist. 

The  extent  of  impact  on  known  on-site,  publicly-owned  parks,  recreation 
areas,  or  wildlife  or  waterfowl  refuges,  and  on  historic  properties  on  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  was  included  in  the  site 
evaluations.  Archaeological  resources  were  not  included  because  they  are  in 
large  measure  recoverable  through  study  prior  to  any  disruption.  Likewise, 
possible  impacts  to  off-site  resources  were  not  included  because  the  existing 
information  base  is  not  sufficient  to  delineate  clearly  whether  such  impacts 
are  severe  enough  to  be  included  within  the  statutory  and  regulatory 
framework.  These  two  issues  will  clearly  be  given  greater  review  and 
evaluation  in  any  further  site  studies  or  environmental  reviews. 
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Section  4(f)  Impacts  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvens 
South  Post 

•No  parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges  are  on  site. 
•Per  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
(MHO  records,  no  known  historic  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NR),  are  on  Site  A. 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  D>evens 
Central  Post 

•Within  the  Central  Post  are  a  number  of 
recreational  facilities  which  may  come  under  4(f) 

r^on  1 1  a  ri  n  n  c      I  hoc  o                    a  crr\\r  rnnrcp        i  tH/"V"VT* 

recreation  areas,  a  swimming  pool,  athletic  fields 
and  tennis  courts. 

•The  MHC  considers  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NR 
portions  of  the  1929-40  cantonment  at  Fort  Elevens. 
This  is  a  large  horseshoe  shaped  cluster  of  brick 
Georgian  Revival  buildings  surrounding  a  central 
Parade  Ground. 

Poor 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

•No  parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges  are  on  site. 
•Per  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
(MHC)  records,  no  known  historic  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NR),  are  on  Site  D. 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

•Within  the  site  area  are  a  number  of  recreational 
facilities  which  may  come  under  4(0  regulations. 
These  include  a  rifle  range,  9-hole  golf  course,  tennis 
courts,  ball  fields,  and  stables  and  riding  areas. 
•Site  Dl  has  numerous  World  War  II  temporary 
structures  within  its  1200  and  1300  building  blocks. 
These  are  regarded  by  the  Massachusetts  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  as  eligible  for 
listing  on  the  NR.  (The  Massachusetts  National 
Guard  proposes  to  demolish  the  majority  of  these 
structures  because  of  their  poor  condition  and  has 
documented  them  for  the  Historic  American 
Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  before  demolition.)  In 
addition,  the  MHC  considers  the  central  portion  of 
Camp  Edwards  (training  field  and  surrounding  grid) 
as  eligible  for  listing  on  the  CR. 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

•No  parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges  are  on  site. 
•The  MHC  notes  three  individual  NR  listed 
properties  on  Chockalog  Street  in  Uxbridge.  Other 
inventoried,  but  not  NR  eligible  properties  are 
scattered  through  the  site. 

Moderate 
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Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

•Approximately  320  acres  of  the  Freetown/Fall 
River  State  Forest  are  contained  within  the  site. 
•The  City  of  Fall  River  owns  a  300  acre  parcel 
which  is  used  as  a  public  rifle  range. 
•Per  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
(MHO  records,  no  known  historic  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NR),  are  on  Site  H. 

Poor 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

•Approximately  335  acres  of  the  Freetown/Fall 
River  State  Forest  are  contained  within  the  site. 
•Per  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
(MHO  records,  no  known  historic  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NR),  are  on  Site  HI. 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

•No  parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges  are  on  site. 
•Per  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
(MHO  records,  no  known  historic  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NR),  are  on  Site  M. 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

•No  parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges  are  on  site. 
•Per  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
(MHO  records,  no  known  historic  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NR),  are  on  Site  P. 

Good 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

•No  parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges  are  on  site. 
•Per  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
(MHO  records,  no  known  historic  properties  on,  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NR),  are  on  Site  Q. 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

•No  parks,  recreation  areas,  or  wildlife  or 
waterfowl  refuges  are  on  site.  An  isolated  parcel  of 
250  acres  is  noted  as  being  part  of  Winchendon  State 
Forest  on  some  maps,  however  there  is  no  evidence 
that  any  passive  or  active  recreational  use  is  made 
of  this  land,  nor  does  there  seem  to  be  any  public 
access  to  the  area.  Thus  it  has  been  evaluated  as  not 
subject  to  4(f)  regulations. 

•One  house  on  Otter  River  Road  is  eligible  for  NR 
listing  per  the  MHC.  There  are  other  scattered 
locally  inventorieds,  but  no  NR-eligible  properties 
scattered  within  the  site. 

Moderate 
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Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 


•The  MDC  Watershed  Management  Area  which 
comprises  approximately  2,300  acres  of  the  site  has 
been  actively  managed  for  recreation  (hunting, 
fishing,  trapping,  canoeing)  for  many  years  by  the 
Division  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife.  The  area  is 
likely  to  be  considered  subject  to  4(0  regulations. 
•Two  properties  on  the  site  are  considered  by  the 
MHC  to  be  eligible  for  the  NR.  These  are  the 
Joseph  Wright  Farm  and  the  Nightingale 
Cemeterv. 
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State  Definition 


Under  the  provisions  of  the  State's  Wetlands  Protection  Act  (the  Act),  no 
person  may  remove,  fill,  dredge,  or  alter  certain  resource  areas  without  first 
filing  a  Notice  of  Intent  and  obtaining  an  Order  of  Conditions. 

Areas  subject  to  protection  under  the  Act  include: 


a  )  Any  bank,  the  ocean 

freshwater  wetland,  any  estuary, 

coastal  wetland,  creek, 

beach,  Bordering  river, 

dune,  On  stream, 

flat,  pond,  or 

marsh,  or  lake 
swamp 


b)  Land  under  any  of  the  water  bodies  listed  above, 

c)  Land  subject  to  tidal  action, 

d)  Land  subject  to  coastal  storm  flowage,  and /or 

e)  Land  subject  to  flooding. 


Bordering  Vegetated  Wetlands 

Bordering  vegetated  wetlands,  as  defined  in  the  Act,  are  freshwater  wetlands 
which  border  on  creeks,  rivers,  streams,  ponds  and  lakes.  The  types  of 
freshwater  wetlands  are  wet  meadows,  marshes,  swamps,  and  bogs,  and  entail 
areas  where  the  topography  is  low,  flat  and  the  soils  are  annually  saturated. 
The  ground  and  surface  water  regime  and  the  vegetational  community  which 
occur  in  each  type  of  freshwater  wetland  are  specified  in  the  Act. 

A  critical  aspect  of  the  State  Act  relates  to  the  establishment  of  the  physical 
boundary  of  bordering  vegetated  wetlands.  Under  the  Act,  the  boundary  of 
these  areas  is  the  line  within  which  50  percent  or  more  of  the  vegetational 
community  consists  of  the  wetland  plant  species  of  the  Act.  Unlike  the 
federal  methodology,  hydric  soils  need  not  be  present. 

Other  -  EPA  Priority  Wetlands 

The  EPA  has  initiated  a  national  effort  to  identify  priority  wetlands  and 
waterbodies  across  the  county.  The  publication  entitled  "Priority  Wetlands  in 
New  England"  identifies  wetlands  and  other  aquatic  resources  in  New 
England  that  are  considered  to  be  of  high  quality  or  which  are  vulnerable  to 
environmental  degradation.  The  list  adopted  a  two-tiered  approach  towards 
categorizing  priority  wetlands.  A  general  category  has  been  developed  for 
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generic  items  of  concern  and  broadly  defined  geographical  regions,  while  a 
specific  category  for  entire  or  partial  river  or  lake  systems,  or  particular 
wetlands  of  concern. 

Other  -  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act  of  1986 

Section  301  of  the  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act  (EWRA)  of  1986 
directed  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  establish  a  National  Wetlands 
Priority  Conservation  Plan  (National  Plan).  The  National  Plan  would  specify 
on  a  region  by  region  basis  the  types  of  wetland  and  interests  in  wetlands 
should  be  given  priority  for  federal  or  state  acquisition  using  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  appropriations.  The  National  Plan  is  complemented  by 
Regional  Wetlands  Concept  Plans  (Regional  Plans). 

If  an  airport  is  developed,  the  wetlands  on  the  final  proposed  sites  site  would 
have  to  be  individually  delineated  under  both  federal  and  state 
methodologies. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

To  determine  the  presence  of  wetlands  within  and  adjacent  to  each  of  the  12 
sites,  existing  mapping  was  reviewed  as  available.  The  mapping  sources  used 
for  each  site  included  the  following: 

•  National  Wetlands  Inventory  (NWT)  mapping  as  prepared  and 
maintained  by  the  USFWS.  These  maps  were  used  to  identify  the 
presence  of  federally  mapped  wetlands.  Though  they  were  not  used  to 
satisfy  the  criteria  of  the  Federal  Manual,  the  purpose  of  their  utilization 
in  this  phase  of  the  site  selection  process  is  to  provide  an  indication  of 
potential  wetland  locations. 

•  Massachusetts  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  mapping  as 
developed  by  the  University  of  Massachusetts  Resource  Mapping.  This 
mapping  revealed  areas  that  would  meet  the  State's  criteria  in  identifying 
"bordering  vegetated  wetlands"  under  the  State's  Wetlands  Protection  Act. 
Throughout  this  report,  these  wetlands  are  also  referred  to  as  "State- 
mapped"  or  "vegetated"  wetlands. 

•  Soil  surveys/mapping  and  information  as  received  from  local  Soil 
Conservation  Districts  were  also  reviewed  to  determine  the  presence  / 
locations  of  hydric  soils,  one  of  the  criteria  that  must  be  met  for 
jurisdictional  wetlands,  within  each  site.  Areas  of  hydric  soils  that  did  not 
overlap  either  NWI-mapped  or  State-mapped  wetlands  were  considered  to 
be  "potential"  wetlands. 
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As  it  was  available,  other  mapping  was  also  used  to  determine  the  presence  of 
wetlands,  including  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection's  Wetland  Restriction  Program  mapping  and  reports/field 
mapping  that  were  prepared  for  other  site  specific  projects  within  and 
adjacent  to  each  project  site.  The  EPA  publication  "Priority  Wetlands  in  New 
England"  was  reviewed  to  identify  EPA  priority  wetlands  within  or  near  each 
site.  I 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  purpose  of  evaluating  this  environmental 
parameter  is  to  identify  the  amount  of  land  that  would  be  constraint-free 
relative  to  wetlands  involvement.  Direct  wetlands  impact  estimates  could 
not  be  considered  an  appropriate  comparison  due  to  design  variations  of  each 
site,  impacts  of  ancillary  features  (i.e.,  roadway  widening,  utility  relocations, 
etc.),  and  various  design  measures  that  could  be  incorporated  into  each  site's 
design  to  minimize  wetland  impacts. 

The  methodology  used  to  evaluate  the  12  sites  relative  to  wetlands 
involvement  was  based  primarily  on  the  total  number  of  acres  of  wetlands 
within  the  site,  as  well  as  potential  wetlands  (e.g.,  hydric  soils)  within  the  site. 
The  rationale  for  the  evaluation  was  that  more  wetlands  within  the  site 
implied  more  potential  wetland  impacts.  Where  EPA-priority  wetlands  and 
wetlands  protected  under  the  Emergency  Wetlands  Resources  Act  were 
involved,  consideration  relative  to  the  site  ranking  reflected  those 
identifications. 

Therefore,  sites  with  a  minor  amount  of  wetlands  on-site  were  given  a 
"good"  evaluation,  sites  with  a  moderate  amount  were  given  a  respective 
ranking  and  sites  with  a  large  expanse  of  wetlands  on-site  were  given  a 
"poor"  evaluation. 


41 


Wetlands 


Level  1  Importance 


Wetlands  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Area  within  the  Site  and  Other  Considerations 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvens 
South  Post 

•620  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 
•340  acres  of  hydrie  soils 

•32  of  these  are  EPA  Pnoritv  and  EWRA  wetlands 

Moderate 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

•370  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 
•380  acres  of  hydric  soils 

•174  of  these  are  EPA  Priority  and  EWRA  wetlands 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

•  26  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 

•26  of  these  are  EPA  Priority  wetlands 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Cuard 

•13  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 

•13  of  these  are  EPA  Priority  wetlands 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

•300  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 
•480  acres  of  hvdric  soils 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

•945  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 
•390  acres  of  hydric  soils 

Poor 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

•1,235  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 
•250  acres  of  hydric  soils 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

•1,445  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 

•470  acres  of  hydric  soils 

•1,445  of  these  are  EPA  Priority  wetlands 

Poor 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills' 

•190  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 

•100  acres  of  hydric  soils 

•190  of  these  are  EPA  Priority  wetlands 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

•210  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 

•40  acres  of  hydric  soils 

•210  of  these  are  EPA  Priority  wetlands 

Moderate 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

•600  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 
•260  acres  of  hydric  soils 

Moderate 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

•600  acres  of  mapped  wetlands 
•800  acres  of  hvdric  soils 

Moderate 
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Article  97 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Article  97  of  the  Massachusetts  State  Constitution  states  that  any  change  of 
use  or  disposition  of  publicly  owned  lands  under  use  for 

"...the  conservation,  development  and  utilization  of  agricultural,  mineral,  forest,  water 
and  other  natural  resources  of  the  Commonwealth..." 

shall  require  approval  of  a  two-thirds  majority  roll-call  vote  of  the 
Massachusetts  General  Court. 

The  land  uses  which  have  been  held  to  come  under  the  rule  of  Article  97 
have  evolved  broadly  to  include  such  uses  as  parks,  monuments, 
reservations,  athletic  fields,  concert  areas,  playgrounds  (including  those 
situated  on  school  property),  cemeteries,  and  publicly  owned  historic  districts 
and  sites.  Article  97  has  also  been  interpreted  to  encompass  any  easements  or 
property  rights  owned  by  public  entities  such  as  property  enrolled  in  the 
Massachusetts  Agricultural  Preservation  Restriction  Program. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Information  regarding  publicly  owned  properties  came  primarily  from 
assessing  data,  United  States  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  topographical  maps, 
and  a  wide  variety  of  local  and  state  sources.  The  extent  of  the  information 
available  varied  from  site  to  site.  A  broadly  inclusive  view  of  Article  97  was 
assumed  for  the  site  evaluations.  Military  property  owned  by  the  Federal  or 
State  government  was  assumed  to  not  fall  under  Article  97  purview.  As  no 
title  searches  were  carried  out  for  the  study,  public  easement  interests  were 
also  not  included  in  the  assessment  of  Article  97  issues. 

The  application  of  Article  97  to  individual  potential  SMA  sites  will  require 
further  factual  and  legal  investigation  during  any  later  phases  of  study. 
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Article  97  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

•No  publicly  owned  properties  as  defined  by 
Article  97. 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

•No  publicly  owned  properties  as  defined  by 
Article  97. 

Good 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

•No  publicly  owned  properties  as  defined  by 
Article  97. 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

•No  publicly  owned  properties  as  defined  by 
Article  97. 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

•4  cemeteries  totalling  approximately  100  acres 
are  within  the  site. 

Moderate 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

•Approximately  320  acres  of  the  Freetown  /Fall 
River  State  Forest  within  the  site. 
•20  acre  cemeterv 

•300  acre  public  rifle  range  in  Fall  River 

Poor 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

•  ADDroximatelv        acres  of  the  Freetown  /Fall 

River  State  Forest  within  the  site. 

•On  several  neighboring  parcels  are  a  High  School, 

Police  facility,  Senior  Citizen  Facility,  and  a 

Highway  Department  facility. 

•46  acre  town  cemetery 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

•No  publicly  owned  properties  as  defined  by 
Article  97. 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

•1  school  on  approximately  6  acres. 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

•No  publicly  owned  properties  as  defined  by 
Article  97. 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

•Approximately  250  acres  identified  as  the 
Winchendon  State  Forest 

Poor 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

•Approximately  2,300  acres  of  the  MDC 
Watershed  Management  Area  is  within  the  site. 
•Approximately  47  acres  within  the  site  boundary 
currently  protected  under  the  Agricultural 
Preservation  Restriction  Program  which  is 
considered  to  be  an  Article  97  use. 

Poor 
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Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Local  Protection 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

In  the  footsteps  of  Federal  and  State  agencies,  local  municipalities  in 
Massachusetts  have  recognized  the  need  to  protect  local  surface  and 
groundwater  drinking  water  resources.  Many  of  these  localized  resources  are 
not  afforded  the  protection  of  federal /state  legislation  as  they  do  not  meet  the 
necessary  criteria  (e.g.,  EPA  sole  source  aquifer  designation)  or  are  not  used  as 
a  potable  source  of  water.  The  provision  of  potential  future  high  quality 
drinking  water  and  the  protection  of  water  resources  has  become  a  primary 
objective  for  some  municipalities.  In  recognition  of  the  importance  of  such 
resources,  it  was  decided  that  an  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  to  such 
protected  areas  was  warranted  as  part  of  the  SMA's  site  selection  evaluation. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Mapping  of  water  resource  protection  areas,  most  of  which  have  been 
established  via  local  zoning  by-laws,  was  obtained  from  affected 
municipalities  and  public  and  private  agencies.  Acreages  of  protection 
districts  were  obtained,  and  a  relative  evaluation  was  given  to  the  12  sites 
based  on  comparisons  of  the  number  of  acres  likely  to  be  affected. 
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Drinking  Water  Resources  under  Local  Protection  Summaries  and 
Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Acres  within  a  Local  Protection  District 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvens 
South  Post 

0 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

750 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

1,575 

Poor 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

340 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

0 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

2,150 

Poor 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

1,050 

Moderate 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

5,000 

Poor 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

2,406 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

3,131 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

145 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

940 

Moderate 
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Land  Use  /  Growth  Management  Opportunities 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

The  potential  effects  of  induced  development  surrounding  an  airport  are 
among  the  major  issues  involved  with  siting  a  major  airport  facility.  Induced 
development  near  an  airport  can  include  a  mix  of  light  industrial, 
commercial  and  hotel  uses  which  can  substantially  change  the  character  of  an 
area  for  several  miles  surrounding  an  airport,  sometimes  resulting  in 
displacement  of  existing  uses. 

On  the  other  hand,  induced  development  can  also  have  important  positive 
effects,  including  furthering  local  economic  development  goals,  adding  jobs 
and  increasing  the  local  tax  base.  Pro-active  planning  and  growth 
management  techniques  can  be  used  to  channel  induced  development  to 
areas  designated  for  growth. 

Opportunities  for  managing  growth  can  be  increased  by  reserving  special 
areas  or  zones  around  an  airport  specifically  for  the  purpose  of 
accommodating  future  development.  These  districts  can  be  zoned  for 
compatibility  with  airport  activities,  creating  designated  areas  for  airport 
related  uses.  These  districts  can  act  as  airport  buffer  zones  which  help  to 
prevent  disruption  of  broader  existing  land  use  patterns. 

Airport  location  can  also  influence  wider  patterns  of  development  within  10 
to  30  miles  or  more  of  an  airport  site.  Tertiary  development  patterns  of  this 
type  can  be  highly  site  specific  and  require  complex  analyses.  This  type  of 
analysis  will  be  a  subject  of  examination  in  subsequent  site-specific  studies. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Growth  management  opportunities  were  evaluated  by  the  acreage  of  roughly 
contiguous  open  land  within  three  miles  of  the  site  which  might  be  available 
for  development  control  purposes.  The  potential  of  each  site  was  evaluated 
according  to  both  land  availability  and  any  known  environmental  risks  (such 
as  wetlands,  aquifers  or  other  considerations  to  the  degree  they  are 
understood  at  this  level  of  evaluation).  Thus,  those  sites  which  have  been 
given  a  "good"  evaluation  are  those  with  comparatively  large  amounts  of 
adjoining  unconstrained  land  with  relatively  few  apparent  environmental 
risks.  Those  with  low  potential  have  relatively  little  adjoining  developable 
open  land,  or  may  have  open  land  where  development  could  involve 
significant  environmental  risks. 
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Land  Use/Growth  Management  Opportunities  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

Approximately  1,450  acres  of  developable  area  on 
Ft.  Devens  Central  Post  (Site  B).  Area  is  separated 
from  Site  B  by  wetlands. 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

Approximately  2,100  acres  of  developable  land  at 
Ft.  Devens  South.  Developable  area  is  separated 
from  airport  site  by  wetlands.  Site  includes 
unexploded  ordnance  area  which  is  assumed  to  be 
remediated  prior  to  termination  of  military  use. 

Good 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

Over  6,000  acres  of  developable  land  within  3  miles 
of  Site  D  including  Site  Dl  (Otis  Air  National 
Guard  Base).  All  land  is  on  the  existing  military 
reservation.  Site  Dl  includes  a  sole  source  aquifer 
serving  Cape  Cod  which  may  significantly  limit 
potential. 

Moderate 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

Over  4,000  acres  of  developable  land  including  Site 
D  (Camp  Edwards)  on  the  existing  military 
reservation.  Site  D  includes  a  sole  source  aquifer 
serving  Cape  Cod  which  may  significantly  limit 
potential.  Site  D  also  includes  a  unexploded 
ordnance  area  which  is  assumed  to  be  remediated 
prior  to  termination  of  military  use. 

Moderate 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

Dispersed  parcels  of  under  1,000  acres.  No 
significant  environmental  issues  listed.  If 
developable  land  in  Rhode  Island  were  to  be 
included  this  could  add  as  many  as  2,900  acres.  Land 
in  Rhode  Island  has  not  been  subjected  to 
environmental  evaluation. 

Moderate 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

Developable  area  includes  approximately  2,200 
acres  in  3  sections  separated  from  airport  site  by 
wetlands  and  some  residential  uses;  site  includes  a 
water  protection  district. 

Good 

Site  Hi  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

Potential  sites  under  1,000  acres;  site  includes  a 
water  protection  district  and  extensive  wetlands. 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

Developable  area  of  1,700  acres  could  involve 
displacing  residential  uses;  site  includes  extensive 
wetlands. 

Poor 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

Developable  area  of  approximately  2,570  acres  is  in 
two  pieces  at  opposite  sides  of  the  site  including 
portions  of  Site  Q.  Area  is  situated  on  a  sole  source 
aquifer. 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Developable  area  of  2,740  acres  includes  Site  P  and 
is  situated  on  a  sole  source  aquifer. 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

Developable  area  of  approximately  1,000  acres  has 
areas  of  dispersed  wetlands. 

Moderate 
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Site  DD  - 

Developable  area  of  approximately  1,200  acres  is 

Moderate 

Hubbard  ston 

separated  from  airport  site  by  an  MWRA 

Watershed  Protection  Zone. 
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Rail  Access 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

It  is  anticipated  that  access  to  an  airport  of  the  21st  century  would  include 
strong  rail  links  to  the  region  it  serves.  What  those  links  would  be,  whether 
ties  to  a  High  Speed  Rail  network,  direct  connections  to  downtown  Boston 
and  Logan  Airport,  or  some  other  form  is  not  known  at  this  time.  In 
planning  for  a  Second  Major  Airport,  the  relative  ease  with  which  such  rail 
links  might  be  made  is  one  part  of  evaluating  the  suitability  of  possible  sites. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Because  it  is  not  known  what  the  future  rail  links  would  be,  and  thus 
whether  proximity  to  MBTA,  Amtrak  or  some  other  system  was  of  greater 
value,  the  means  of  evaluation  were  based  on  a  simple  set  of  factors: 

•  Existence  of  a  non-abandoned  (presumably  in  some  degree  of  use)  rail  line 
to  the  site  itself  (or  within  very  close  proximity)  led  to  a  "good" 
evaluation. 

•  Existence  of  an  abandoned  right-of-way  (which  could  presumably  be 
reactivated)  led  to  a  "moderate"  evaluation. 

•  Lack  of  any  railroad  right-of-way  within  close  proximity  to  the  site  led  to  a 
"poor"  evaluation.  Siting  of  a  new  rail  right-of-way  is  a  difficult  and 
expensive  undertaking  which  could  entail  its  own  significant  site  selection 
process. 
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Rail  Access  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
South  Post 

On  an  existing  rail  rieht-of  way. 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Elevens 
Central  Post 

On  an  existing  rail  right-of  way. 

Good 

Site  D  -  M MR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

On  an  existing  rail  right-of  way. 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

On  an  existing  rail  rieht-of  way. 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douelas/ 
Uxbridee 

On  an  abandoned  rail  rieht-of  way. 

Moderate 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

On  an  existing  rail  rieht-of  way. 

Good 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

On  an  existing  rail  right-of  way. 

Good 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

On  an  existing  rail  right-of  way. 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills' 

No  rail  right-of-way  in  close  proximity.  Closest 
rieht-of-wav  approximatelv  6  miles  from  the  site. 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

No  rail  right-of-way  in  close  proximity.  Closest 
right-of-wav  approximatelv  9  miles  from  the  site. 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

On  an  existing  rail  right-of  way. 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

On  an  existing  rail  right-of  way. 

Good 
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Airport  Site  Construction  Costs 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

The  cost  of  site  preparation  is  a  commonly  used  factor  in  the  selection  of  a  site  to 
develop  a  new  airport.  As  it  was  unlikely  that  the  costs  of  runway  and  taxiway 
pavements  and  buildings  would  have  a  significant  cost  variation  between  the  sites, 
they  were  not  assessed.  The  major  on-airport  development  factor  that  would 
determine  the  relative  cost  differences  between  the  sites  was  determined  to  be 
earthworks. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

The  differences  in  construction  costs  between  the  12  airport  sites  were  established 
primarily  based  on  the  terrain  of  each  site.  By  assessing  the  average  difference  in 
elevation  (in  feet)  between  each  site's  configuration  of  runways  and  the  percent  of 
the  site  that  was  higher  than  the  lowest  point  on  the  site  (based  on  50-foot 
increments),  a  general  evaluation  of  each  site's  potential  earthwork  requirements 
was  developed  and  is  contained  in  the  following  evaluation  table. 
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Airport  Site  Construction  Costs  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Avg.  Runway 
Elev.  Diff. 
(in  feet) 

%  of  Site  of  ft  Above  Lowest  Point 

>50 

>100' 

>150' 

>200' 

>250' 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvens 
South  Post 

133 

80 

55 

30 

\ A  r\ /H  or  i  tn 
IVlUCi t-l  alt 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dovens 
Central  Post 

S3 

60 

25 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Good 

one  d  -  mmk  iNortn, 
Camp  Edwards 

<50 

90 

25 

5 

-- 

— 

Good 

Cifp  P)1    _  Otic  Air 
Dl  It:  LJ  i  r\\\ 

National  Guard 

<50 

10 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Uxbridge 

125 

65 

30 

15 

-- 

-- 

ivi uuci  a  l t 

Sirp  H  -  Fall  Rivor/ 

JILC   fl        Fall    I\l  VLI  / 

Freetown 

50 

85 

25 

Sit"P  Hi  -  Prr^fnwn  / 
it  x  i  i      i  miu  v  v  it/ 

Lakeville 

50 

65 

Id 

Good 

Site  M  - 

.  »  i  1  U      it.          i  U  Li  ^  I  I 

66 

10 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills' 

200 

70 

45 

30 

25 

15 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

83 

50 

25 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

150 

70 

55 

35 

15 

Poor 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

150 

70 

55 

35 

15 

Poor 
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Floodplains 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 
Federal  Regulatory  Protection 

Executive  Order  11988,  Floodplain  Management,  defines  floodplains  as  the 

"lowland  and  relatively  flat  areas  adjoining  inland  and  coastal  waters  including  flood- 
prone  areas  of  offshore  islands,  including  at  a  minimum,  those  that  are  subject  to  a  one 
percent  or  greater  chance  of  flooding  in  any  given  year." 

In  more  general  terms,  it  is  the  area  that  would  be  inundated  by  a  100-year 
flood. 

Under  this  Order,  Federal  agencies  are  directed  to:  reduce  the  risk  of  flood 
loss;  minimize  the  impact  of  floods  on  human  safety,  health  and  welfare; 
and,  restore  and  preserve  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  floodplains.  As 
part  of  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (USDOT)  policy,  every  effort  must 
be  afforded  to  minimize  the  potential  risks  to  human  safety  and  property 
damage  as  well  as  the  adverse  impacts  on  natural  and  beneficial  floodplain 
values  from  not  only  direct  impacts,  but  indirect  impacts  (i.e.,  secondary 
development)  as  well. 

State  Regulatory  Protection 

Under  the  Massachusetts  Wetlands  Protection  Act,  all  "land  subject  to 
flooding"  is  subject  to  protection  under  the  Act.  From  review  of  this  Act, 
there  are  two  definitions  of  such  lands: 

"Bordering  Land  Subject  to  Flooding"  is  defined  as  an  area  with  low,  flat  topography 
adjacent  to  and  inundated  by  flood  waters  rising  from  creeks,  rivers,  streams,  ponds  or  lakes. 
The  boundary  of  such  a  bordering  land  is  the  estimated  maximum  lateral  extent  of  flood 
water  which  will  theoretically  result  from  the  statistical  100-year  frequency  storm. 

An  "Isolated  Land  Subject  to  Hooding"  is  an  isolated  depression  or  closed  basin  void  of  an 
inlet  or  outlet  which  confines  standing  water  to  a  volume  of  a  least  0.25  acre-feet  and  to  an 
average  depth  of  at  least  six  (6)  inches  at  least  once  a  year.  The  boundary  of  such  an 
isolated  land  is  the  perimeter  of  the  largest  observed  or  recorded  volume  of  water  confined 
in  said  area. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

To  determine  the  presence  and  location  of  100-year  floodplains  within  each 
site,  the  National  Flood  Insurance  Program's  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps 
(FIRM)  for  each  affected  town  were  reviewed.  Once  the  limits  of  the  100-year 
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floodplain  were  established  within  each  site's  boundaries,  acreage  counts 
were  obtained. 

Sites  that  had  few  or  no  floodplains  within  their  respective  site  boundaries 
were  afforded  a  "good"  evaluation;  those  with  a  moderate  number  of 
floodplains  were  awarded  a  respective  evaluation;  and  those  with  a 
significant  area  of  floodplains  were  awarded  a  "poor"  evaluation. 
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Floodplains  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Port  Dcvcns 
South  Post 

rNUlTlDcr  oi  dCicb  or  iuu-vt.  iiuuuL>iaiii  wiiiuii  iiic 
site  -  300  acres 

lvj  L>U  C 1  dlC 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvens 
Central  Post 

Number  of  acres  of  100-yr.  floodplain  within  the 
site  -  60  acres 

Good 

Site  D  -  MMK  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

Number  of  acres  of  100-yr.  floodplain  within  the 
site  -  0 

Good 

one  ui  -  KJus  Air 
National  Guard 

JNUIIiUt-i   UI  dLlcb  UI    1  \J\J  V I  •  IIUUUL/Ialll  WllIUIl  lilt. 

site  -  0 

Good 

Ci  to  l~  —   Mai  i  rr  1  ^  c  / 

Uxbridge 

NJlimHor  r\t   pprpc   r\  f   1  fW-V/T"     f~l  r\fiH  T~*l  7\  1  Y\   \A7lthlT~t  thf-> 

j  n  ui  n  L/\_  i  \J  J  dv_icrr»wi   i        y  i .  i  ti/uu  uiui  i  i  w  ililiii  ii 

site  -  120  acres 

or!  p t p 

^irP   H   -  Fall    Ri\'nr  / 

Freetown 

NJnm}~>pr  r\(  arrpc  nf  1  00-\rr   f~lr\r^H  iMa  i  n  witVun  fhp 

i  >  L  l  1  J  1  L/v_  1            aLl  Cj  Ul     1           Y  1  •   IJwUx-JL^lCllll   W 1  LI  UI  1 

site  -  890  acres 

^>itp  Hi  -  Frppfn\Arn  / 

Lakeville 

Numbpr  nf  arrps  nf  lOfl-vr  flnndnlain  within  thp 
site  -  270  acres 

Moderate 

Site  M  - 

\A  l  H  /'"1 1  OnAi*Ai  i  r>  V> 

Number  of  acres  of  100-yr.  floodplain  within  the 

c;itp  -  7Af)  ?*rrp^ 

jilt.        /  UU  Q\-  1  \Zj 

Poor 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills' 

Number  of  acres  of  100-yr.  floodplain  within  the 
site  -  180  acres 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Number  of  acres  of  100-yr.  floodplain  within  the 
site  -  80  acres 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

Number  of  acres  of  100-yr.  floodplain  within  the 
site  -  240  acres 

Moderate 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

Number  of  acres  of  100-yr.  floodplain  within  the 
site  - 160  acres 

Moderate 
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Institutional  Relocation  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
South  Post 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

•3  public  schools  operated  by  the  Town  of  Bourne 
•1  private  school  operated  independently 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

•Several  neighboring  parcels  contain  a  High 
School,  a  Senior  Citizen  facility,  a  Police  facility, 
and  a  Highway  Department  facility 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

•1  school  situated  on  approximately  6  acres 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

•Approximate  number  of  institutional  uses 
identified  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 
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Job  Displacement 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

The  development  of  a  Second  Major  Airport  could  result  in  the  dislocation  of 
jobs  which  are  presently  housed  at  the  different  sites.  Relocation  benefits 
would  be  one  of  the  many  economic  and  land  use  programs  which  would 
accompany  the  development  of  a  SMA  in  order  to  minimize  those  impacts. 

Job  displacement  was  considered  a  criterion  of  significance  during  the 
development  of  the  short  list  of  sites  because  of  the  impacts  resulting  from 
the  loss  of  jobs  to  the  local  and  regional  economy.  However,  given  the  very 
major  long  term  economic  benefits  which  would  result  from  the 
development  of  a  SMA,  and  the  relatively  small  number  of  non-military  jobs 
affected  at  the  sites,  this  criterion  was  included  in  the  Level  3  category. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

The  estimated  number  of  jobs  within  the  site  boundaries  was  based  on 
several  sources  of  information.  With  the  exception  of  the  military  bases, 
estimated  job  information  was  derived  from  existing  land  use  information 
and  other  written  or  oral  information  provided  by  town  officials.  Assessing 
records  were  used  to  confirm  the  land  use  information.  All  numbers  shown 
are  approximate. 

Estimated  jobs  at  Fort  Devens,  the  Massachusetts  Military  Reservation  and 
Otis  Air  National  Guard  Base  were  provided  by  base  staff.  The  initial  job 
information  provided  by  the  Fort  Devens  staff  have  been  re-evaluated  based 
on  the  recent  developments  regarding  the  anticipated  closing  of  the  base.  It 
has  been  assumed  that  while  a  majority  of  the  personnel  on  the  Central  Post 
will  be  relocated  as  a  result  of  the  base  closing,  a  number  of  jobs  would  likely 
remain  on  base. 

The  job  estimates  at  all  sites  are  based  on  civilian  and  military  positions. 
With  the  exception  of  the  military  bases  the  primary  job  types  found  at  the 
sites  are  lumbering,  agricultural  workers,  one  brickyard,  and  home  based 
occupations. 
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Job  Displacement  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
South  Post 

•  Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  the  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dovens 
Central  Post 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  100-1,000; 
estimate  based  on  the  anticipated  closure  of  Fort 
Elevens 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  4,000; 
Approximately  1700  full-time  jobs  and  2300  part- 
time  jobs  associated  with  the  base. 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douclas/ 
Uxbridge 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  <100 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  the  site  -  <100 

Good 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  the  site  - 100-1000; 
in  Freetown  a  High  School,  a  Senior  Gtizen 
facility,  a  Police  facility,  and  a  Highway 
Department  facility 

Moderate 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  <100 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  <100 

Good 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  <100 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  <100 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

•Estimated  number  of  jobs  within  site  -  <100 

Good 
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Operational  Interaction  with  Other  Airports 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Interaction  or  interference  with  other  airports  can  result  in  a  net  loss  in 
airside  capacity  or  operational  flexibility.  Clearly,  if  an  existing  airfield  is 
located  on  the  proposed  SMA  site,  it  would  need  to  be  closed.  If  an  airport  is 
located  near  an  SMA  site,  the  impact  varies  according  to  the  distance  and  the 
level  and  nature  of  air  traffic  activity.  There  is  no  prescribed  minimum 
distance  between  airports. 

A  major  concern  in  locating  two  airports  near  each  other  is  the  interaction 
between  arrival  and  departure  routes.  Of  particular  significance  is  the  arrival 
segment,  since  current  instrument  approach  technology  requires  straight 
approach  segments  along  the  extended  runway  centerline.  These  segments 
are  on  the  order  of  10-15  nautical  miles  (nm)  long,  and  must  be  protected 
from  other  air  traffic.  In  general,  departure  paths  allow  for  greater  airspace 
design  flexibility  than  approaches. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

For  the  purpose  of  this  study  three  general  types  of  airports  are  considered: 
major,  regional,  and  small  airports.  A  major  airport  is  typically  served  by  air 
carrier,  commuter,  and  cargo  traffic.  The  number  of  annual  passengers  is 
greater  than  20,000,000.  In  the  region  which  would  be  served  by  the  SMA, 
only  Logan  qualifies  as  a  major  airport.  Regional  airports  are  served 
primarily  by  commuter  and  general  aviation  traffic.  Bradley,  Hyannis, 
Manchester,  Nantucket,  Providence,  and  Worcester  airports  fall  into  this 
category.  More  than  200,000  passengers  per  year  are  typical  for  this  type  of 
airport.  All  other  airports  should  be  considered  as  small  airports.  These  are 
airports  with  less  than  200,000  annual  passengers.  However,  they  differ  from 
regional  airports  in  that  the  traffic  consists  primarily  of  business,  executive, 
recreational,  and  instructional  flying,  although  many  have  commuter 
services  as  well. 

In  the  Boston  area,  the  closest  airports  to  Logan  Airport  are  Beverly,  Hanscom 
Field,  Norwood,  and  NAS  South  Weymouth.  The  distances  to  Logan  for 
these  airports  are  in  the  13-14  nm  range.  The  level  of  impact  from  Logan  on 
these  airports  varies  from  case  to  case,  and  the  particular  runway 
configurations  in  use,  but  is  generally  acceptable.  Using  this  as  a  guideline, 
only  airports  within  a  15  nm  radius  of  each  proposed  SMA  site  are 
considered. 
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Level  3  Importance 


Significant  interference  with  a  major  airport  is  unacceptable,  since  it  defeats 
the  purpose  of  constructing  a  Second  Major  Airport.  Interference  with  a 
regional  airport  is  undesirable,  and  was  taken  into  consideration  as  a 
disadvantage  when  judging  the  site  in  question.  The  traffic  at  small  airports 
can  to  some  extent  be  relocated  to  other  airports.  However,  relocation  usually 
has  an  adverse  effect  on  the  users  and  businesses  operating  out  of  the  airport. 
Furthermore,  small  airports  provide  sources  of  primary  flight  instruction  for 
future  air  carrier,  commuter,  military,  and  other  professional  pilots.  Local 
businesses  rely  on  small  airports  for  their  executive  and  business  aircraft. 
Some  small  airports  house  institutions  such  as  avionics  and  aircraft 
maintenance  schools.  Hence,  if  only  a  single  small  airport  is  affected  by  a 
potential  SMA  site,  the  site  was  not  penalized.  However,  if  multiple  airports 
are  involved,  a  penalty  was  assessed. 
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Operational  Interaction  with  Other  Airports  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Regional 
Airports 

Small  Airports,  Public 
&  Military 

Small 

Airports, 

Private 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

Moore  AAF,  Shirley, 
Fitchburg,  Minuteman, 
Sterling.  Marlborough, 
Hanscom 

Brookline, 
Sports  Center 
(Pepperell) 

Moderate 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
Central  Post 

Moore  AAF, 

Shir  ley, Fitchburg, 

Minuteman,  Sterling, 

Marlborough, 

Hanscom 

Brookline, 
Sports  Center 
(Pepperell) 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  M MR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

Hyannis 

Otis  ANGB, 
Falmouth,  Cape  Cod, 
Plvmouth 

Russell  Mill 

Pond, 

Tradewind 

Poor 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

Hyannis 

Otis  ANGB, 
Falmouth,  Cape  Cod, 
Plymouth 

Russell  Mill 

Pond, 

Tradewind 

Poor 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 

T  T-   ^  J  

Uxbndge 

Worcester 

Hopedale  Industrial, 
Norfolk,  Oxford, 
North  Central  State 

Waters, 
Woodstock, 
Quaddick 
Lake,  Unnamed 

Poor 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

Fall  River,  New 
Bedford,  Plymouth, 
Taunton,  Myricks 

Wingover, 
Tiverton, 
Westport, 
Island  Air 
Service 

Moderate 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

Fall  River,  New 
Bedford,  Plymouth, 
Taunton,  M\-ricks 

Wingover, 
Tiverton, 
Westport, 
Island  Air 
Service 

Moderate 

Site  M  - 
Middlcborough 

Cranland,  Monponsett 
Pond,  Plymouth, 
Taunton,  Myricks, 
Mansfield, 
Marshfield,  NAS 
South  Weymouth, 
Fall  River 

Sherman, 
Russell  Mill 
Pond,  Island 
Air  Service 

Moderate 

Site  P  -  Plvmouth, 
Pine  Hills 

Plymouth, 

Marshfield,  Cranland, 
Monponsett  Pond 

Russell  Mill 
Pond,  Sherman 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plvmouth 

Plymouth, 

Marshfield,  Cranland, 
Monponsett  Pond,  Otis 
ANGB,  Cape  Cod 

Russell  Mill 
Pond,  Sherman 

Moderate 

0? 


Operational  Interaction  with  Other  Airports 


Level  3  Importance 


Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

Gardner,  Orange, 
Jaffrey  Silver  Ranch, 
Fitchburg 

Moderate 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

Worcester 

Gardner,  Fitchburg, 
Sterling,  Tanner- 
Hiller,  Spencer, 
Shirley,  Orange 

Ware 

Poor 
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Level  3  Importance 


Private  Conservation  Land 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Most  conservation  land  is  owned  by  the  public.  In  addition,  a  number  of 
private  groups  and  individuals  have  placed  land  in  specially  held,  legally 
binding  protection  for  conservation.  Privately  owned  conservation  land  was 
considered  separately  from  publicly  owned  lands  in  the  evaluation  of  sites 
because  (unless  subject  to  publicly-held  easements  or  conservation 
restrictions)  these  lands  are  generally  not  specifically  protected  by  applicable 
federal  and  state  law. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

Privately  owned  conservation  land  was  identified  via  land  use  data  provided 
by  local  officials  and  residents,  assessing  data  and  land  use  information  from 
State  sources.  The  available  information  varied  from  site  to  site,  and  all  land 
area  estimates  are  approximate. 

Review  of  the  available  materials  indicated  that  most  of  the  sites  contain  no 
private  conservation  land,  and  three  sites  have  a  relatively  small  percentage 
of  private  conservation  lands  within  the  site  boundaries. 
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Private  Conservation  Land 


Level  3  Importance 


Private  Conservation  Land  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Sitp  A  -  Fort  Dovons 
South  Post 

•Approximate  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvens 
Central  Post 

•Approximate  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 

Ciif-p  n  -  MMP  North 
Camp  Edwards 

•  A nnrnyim^ fp  nnmhpr  of  ;*rrps  within  Sitp  -  0 

/V  L '  L '  1  ^J^lII  la  It  1IL1111  C\T  1    Ut   Otlto    v>  11J  Ul  I   Jilt  w 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

•  Annroximatp  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

•Approximately  90  acres  owned  by  the  Laurel  Brook 
Club 

•Approximately  40  acres  owned  bv  the  Whitinsville 
Fish  &z  Game  Club 

Moderate 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

•Approximate  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  Hi  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

•Approximate  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

•Approximate  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 

^itp  P  -  Plvmmit-h 

Jl  It      1                 i  IVIIlUUUl; 

Pine  Hills 

wv_/ric  i u  dcrt:  parcel  on  or  wici  janu wilii  ixodu., 
identified  by  town  staff. 

IVl  O  (-1 C  Id  t  lr 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

•  Annrnximatp] v  120  arrp^  in  two  spnaratp  narcpl^ 
one  southwest  of  Savery  Pond  and  one  northwest  of 
Corten  Pond;  identified  by  town  staff 

Modpratp 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

•Approximate  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

•Approximate  number  of  acres  within  site  -  0 

Good 
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Level  3  Importance 


Scenic  Landscape  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

«}1  It  r\       lUI  I   Ls\r  Vcllj 

South  Post 

Annrnyimatplv  400  arrp^  of  (ip^if^natpci  SPPnir 

landscape  of  Class  B  distinction  within  the  site. 
The  site  abuts  a  large  area  of  Class  A  and  Class  B 
designated  scenic  landscape. 

Poor 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvens 
Central  Post 

Approximately  100  acres  of  designated  scenic 
landscape  of  Class  A  distinction  within  the  site. 
The  site  abuts  a  large  area  of  Class  A  and  Class  B 
designated  scenic  landscape. 

Poor 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills 

Approximately  2800  acres  of  designated  scenic 
landscape  of  Class  B  distinction  on  site.  Site  abuts  a 
moderate  area  of  Class  B  designated  scenic 
landscape. 

Poor 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

Approximate  number  of  acres  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  site  of  designated  scenic  landscape  -  0 

Good 
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Site  Size 

Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

Site  size  was  one  of  the  initial  criteria  used  to  identify  and  evaluate  the  full 
range  of  possible  sites  and  was  used  to  develop  the  interim  list  of  12  sites.  The 
ability  of  a  Second  Major  Airport  to  accommodate  anticipated  aircraft  and 
passenger  operations,  and  to  accommodate  a  variety  of  airport  related  uses  is 
in  part  determined  by  site  size.  Site  size  is  also  a  factor  in  evaluating  the 
flexibility  of  a  site  to  accommodate  various  airport  footprints.  Three  airport 
footprints  and  the  minimum  associated  acreage  to  accommodate  that 
footprint  were  used  to  evaluate  possible  sites  from  the  beginning  of  the  study. 

All  of  the  sites  carried  to  this  stage  of  evaluation  are  able  to  accommodate  a 
Second  Major  Airport,  so  at  this  point  in  the  study  no  sites  would  be 
eliminated  due  to  their  size.  However,  some  sites  will  be  less  "good"  than 
others,  and  thus  it  is  worthwhile  to  include  this  criterion  again,  but  as  of 
Level  3  importance. 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

All  of  the  sites  evaluated  as  "moderate"  or  "poor"  are  as  large  as  they  can  be 
without  making  use  of  land  which  contains  existing  areas  of  dense 
development  or  significant  environmental  constraints.  In  some  cases  the 
sites  have  "natural  boundaries"  such  as  rivers  or  highways.  In  other  cases  the 
sites  are  close  to  existing,  relatively  intensively  used  land.  The  larger  sites 
which  received  a  "good"  evaluation  are  located  in  areas  where  there  is 
relatively  open  land,  which  is  unconstrained  by  environmental  problems. 
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Site  Size 


Level  3  Importance 


Site  Size  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 
Approximate  number  of  acres  within  the  site 

Overall  Site 
Evaluation 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

Approximate  site  size  -  5000  acres 

Moderate 

Site  B  -  Fort  Dcvcns 
Central  Post 

Approximate  site  size  -  3800  acres 

Poor 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

Approximate  site  size  -  7800  acres 

Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

Approximate  site  size  -  6200  acres 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxbridge 

Approximate  site  size  -  5200  acres 

Moderate 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

Approximate  site  size  -  4800  acres 

Moderate 

Site  HI  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

Approximate  site  size  -  4200  acres 

Poor 

Site  M  - 
Middleborouph 

Approximate  site  size  -  5000  acres 

Moderate 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 
Pine  Hills' 

Approximate  site  size  -  4900  acres 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Approximate  site  size  -  3300  acres 

Poor 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

Approximate  site  size  -  5000  acres 

Moderate 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbardston 

Approximate  site  size  -  7000  acres 

Good 
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Water  Resources  (Other  than  Drinking  Water) 
Why  is  this  criterion  of  importance? 

In  addition  to  evaluating  the  sites  relative  to  the  drinking  resources  which 
they  each  contain,  a  review  was  also  undertaken  of  the  other  water  resources 
which  might  be  affected  by  a  SMA.  These  water  resources  include  both  highl- 
and medium-yield  aquifers,  recharge  areas,  Great  Ponds  (i.e.,  natural  ponds 
greater  than  10  acres  in  size),  ponds,  and  waterways  (brooks,  creeks,  rivers, 
and  tributaries  thereof).  Typical  legislation  and  regulation  that  protects  the 
quality  of  these  water  resources  includes:  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Clean 
Water  Act;  310  CMR  9.00  Waterways  Regulations;  and  314  CMR  3.00 
(Massachusetts  Surface  Water  Discharge  Permit  Program)  and  5.00 
(Massachusetts  Ground  Water  Discharge  Permit  Program). 

How  were  the  sites  evaluated  for  this  criterion? 

The  locations,  numbers,  and  acreages  of  the  resources  mentioned  above  were 
determined  via  review  of  Mass.  GIS  mapping,  USGS  quadrangles,  various 
state  regulations,  as  well  as  previously  prepared  reports  and  information 
provided  by  public  and  private  entities.  Estimates  were  then  obtained  and  a 
qualitative  assessment  was  provided.  To  summarize,  the  fewer  resources  a 
particular  site  maintained,  the  better  the  evaluation  it  received. 
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Water  Resources  (Other  than  Drinking  Water)  Summaries  and  Evaluations 


Site 

Summary  of  Conditions 

Overall  bite 
Evaluation 

High 
Yield 
Aquif. 
(acres) 

Med. 
Yield 
Aquif. 
(acres) 

Rechg. 
Areas 
(acres) 

Great 
Ponds 

Ponds 

Class 
B 

Water 
-ways 

Site  A  -  Fort  Devens 
South  Post 

-- 

1,560 

2,800 

2 

3 

7 

Moderate 

Site  B  -  Fort  Devens 
Central  Post 

460 

720 

60 

1 

1 

5 

Moderate 

Site  D  -  MMR  North, 
Camp  Edwards 

— 

— 

10 

5 



Good 

Site  Dl  -  Otis  Air 
National  Guard 

— 

1,190 

2 

Good 

Site  G  -  Douglas/ 
Uxb  ridge 

— 

100 

5 

12 

Good 

Site  H  -  Fall  River/ 
Freetown 

320 

430 

3 

7 

Moderate 

Site  Hi  -  Freetown/ 
Lakeville 

180 

2 

6 

Moderate 

Site  M  - 
Middleborough 

50 

1,225 





11 

Good 

Site  P  -  Plymouth, 

Pino  Willc 

1  me  nms 

815 

2 

7 

5 

Moderate 

Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

3 

8 

2 

Moderate 

Site  BB  - 

Winchendon/ 

Gardner 

1 

3 

4 

Good 

Site  DD  - 
Hubbard  ston 

100 

5 

4 

10 

Moderate 
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Development  of  Overall  Site  Evaluations 


Development  of  Overall  Site  Evaluations 

In  order  to  understand  the  12  sites  in  relation  to  each  other,  and  in  relation  to 
their  possible  suitability  for  a  Second  Major  Airport,  all  of  the  criteria  were 
examined  together. 

The  steps  undertaken  to  arrive  at  a  final  evaluation  of  the  sites  were  as 
follows: 

1.  A  summary  chart  was  developed  which  indicated  the  evaluations  which 
each  site  had  received  for  each  of  the  criteria.  Within  each  level  the 
criteria  were  given  equal  importance. 

2.  A  graphic  representation  of  the  "poor"  evaluations  of  all  22  site  criteria 
was  created.  This  representation  was  created  by  allocating  four  "blocks"  for 
each  Level  1  poor  evaluation;  three  "blocks"  for  each  Level  2  poor 
evaluation;  and  two  "blocks"  for  each  Level  3  poor  evaluation.  The  result 
of  this  representation  in  shown  in  Figure  which  follows.  By  including  all 
22  of  the  criteria  in  this  graphic  image,  any  of  the  sites  which  seemed  to  be 
most  suitable  based  on  Level  1  criteria,  but  which  received  poor 
evaluations  in  many  of  the  Level  2  or  Level  3  criteria,  would  still  have 
shown  up  poorly  by  this  method  of  review. 

The  two  charts  described  above  are  shown  on  the  following  pages. 

The  overall  evaluation  indicated  that  those  sites  which  present  the  greatest 
potential  opportunity  are  those  which  contain  the  least  number  of  significant 
constraints.  Therefore,  those  sites  which  were  given  poor  evaluations  on  a 
number  of  criteria,  particularly  Level  1  criteria,  are  less  likely  to  represent 
suitable  sites  for  further  study  as  possible  locations  of  a  SMA. 

A  final  confirmation  of  the  findings  was  made  by  asking  each  member  of  the 
consultant  team  to  review  the  conclusions  against  the  field  observations  and 
the  wide  array  of  data  collected  about  each  site.  No  inconsistencies  with  the 
information  were  found. 
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SUMMARY  SITE  EVALUATION  MATRIX 

C  =  Good;  M  =  Moderate;  P  «  Poor 

Criterion 

SITE  A 

SITE  B 

SITE  D 

SITE  Dl 

SITE  C 

SITE  H 

SITE  HI 

SITE  M 

SITE  P 

SITE  Q 

SITE  BB 

SITE  DD 

MMK 

Oo»  Air 

DougUi/ 

FaD  Rivtr 

Plymouth 

Plymouth 

Windvai- 

Hubbard- 

Dfvm» 

Oonp 

National 

LHtbndge 

Freetown 

Lakevillt 

borou^h 

Pin  HiL» 

don/ 

•ton 

South 

Court) 

Edward* 

Guard 

Gardner 

Po* 

Fo« 

l« 

Level  1 

Aimde  Flexiburrv/Capacirv 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

M 

G 

G 

Drinking  Water  Resources  (Fed.  &  State) 

G 

M 

P 

P 

G 

M 

P 

G 

P 

P 

G 

P 

Market  Catchment  (passenper) 

G 

G 

P 

P 

G 

M 

M 

G 

P 

P 

P 

M 

Noise  Impacts 

G 

M 

G 

G 

M 

G 

G 

G 

M 

P 

G 

G 

Rare  Speoes 

P 

G 

G 

P 

M 

M 

M 

P 

M 

M 

G 

G 

Residential  Relocations  (civilian) 

G 

M 

G 

G 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Roadwav  Access 

G 

G 

P 

P 

M 

M 

M 

G 

G 

G 

P 

P 

Section  4(f)  Impacts 

G 

P 

G 

P 

M    |    P  P 

G 

G 

G 

M 

P 

Wetlands 

M 

M 

G 

G 

G    |  P 

P 

P 

M 

M 

M 

M 

Level  2 

Article  97  Lands 

G 

G 

G 

G 

M    I  P 

P 

G 

M 

G 

P 

P 

Dnnkinc  Water  Resources  (Local) 

G 

M 

P 

G 

G    |  P 

M 

P 

P 

P 

G 

M 

Land  Use/Growth  Mnp  Opportunities 

G 

G 

M 

M 

M    |  G 

P 

P 

P 

P 

M 

M 

Rail  Access 

G 

G 

G 

G 

M    |  G 

G 

G 

P 

P 

G 

G 

Level  3 

1 

Airport  Site  Construction  Costs 

M 

G 

G 

G 

M 

G 

G    !  G 

P 

G 

P 

P 

Floodplains 

M 

G 

G 

G 

M 

P 

M 

P 

M 

G 

M 

M 

Institutional  Relocation 

G 

G 

G 

P 

G 

G 

P 

G 

P 

G 

G 

G 

lob  Displacement 

G 

M 

G 

P 

G 

G 

M 

G 

G 

G 

G 

c 

Operational  Interaction  w/  Other  Airports 

M 

M 

P 

P 

P 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

p 

Private  Conservation  Land 

G 

G 

G 

G 

M 

G 

G 

G 

M 

M 

G 

G 

Scenic  Landscape 

P 

P 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

P 

G 

G 

G 

Site  Size 

M 

P 

G 

G 

M 

M 

P 

M 

M 

P 

M 

G 

Water  Resources  (nor.  arm  kmc  water) 

M 

M 

G 

G 

G 

M 

M 

G 

M 

M 

G 

M 

74 


Development  of  Overall  Site  Evaluations 


Overall  Site  Evaluations 

Column  Length  Denote*  Poor  Evaluation* 


SITE  A 

site  b 

SITE  D 

SITE  m 

SITE  C 

SITE  H 

SITE  HI 

SITE  M 

SITE  P 

SITE  Q 

SITE  Bis 

SITE  DD 

Fen 

Fort 

MMR 

Otu  Air 

DougLas/ 

Fall  River/ 

Freetown/ 

Middle- 

Plymouth 

Plymouth 

Wlnchen- 

Hubbard- 

Deven* 

Devens 

North 

National 

Uxbridge 

Ukevillt 

borough 

Pine 

don/ 

aton 

South 

Central 

Camp 

Cuird 

Hilli 

Gardner 

Pot 

Pott 

Edward* 

Bam 

Chapter  5 

Site  Descriptions 


Site  Descriptions 


Site  A 


Site  A  -  Fort  Devens  South  Post 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  A  is  the  southern  portion  of  Fort  Devens 
and  has  been  used  by  the  military  as  a  training  area  for  various  field  and 
munitions  training  activities  for  the  past  five  decades.  There  is  essentially  no 
development  on  the  site.  Site  A  is  contained  within  the  community  of 
Lancaster  and  is  located  approximately  33  miles  northwest  of  Boston,  6  miles 
east  of  Leominster,  18  miles  northeast  of  Worcester,  and  18  miles  southwest 
of  Lowell.  The  site  is  about  one  mile  south  of  Shirley  Center,  1.5  miles  west 
of  Harvard  Center,  less  than  one  quarter  mile  from  Lancaster  North  Village, 
and  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  the  center  of  Lancaster. 

The  site  has  a  varied  topography  with  the  Nashua  River  serving  as  the  site's 
natural  boundary  on  the  east,  south  and  west.  A  number  of  ponds  and  hills 
are  found  within  the  site,  and  the  entire  site  is  situated  in  the  Nashua  River 
Basin. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  The  site  is  surrounded  by  a  mix  of 
low  to  moderate  density  residential  areas  and  a  number  of  open  space  and 
conservation  areas.  As  noted  above,  the  site  is  within  close  proximity  to 
several  town  centers. 

To  the  west  and  directly  abutting  the  site  is  the  Cook  Conservation  Area  and 
the  Lancaster  State  Forest.  Due  south  of  the  site  are  North  Village  and  the 
town  center  of  Lancaster.  The  remainder  of  Lancaster  is  primarily  low  density 
residential  uses  scattered  along  the  road  frontages. 

Route  2  serves  as  the  northern  border  of  the  site.  Fort  Devens  Central  Post 
(Site  B)  abuts  Site  A  to  the  northeast  in  the  towns  of  Harvard,  Shirley  and 
Aver.  Both  Shirley  Village  and  Aver  Center  are  a  mix  of  high  density 
residential  and  commercial  uses.  There  is  a  higher  degree  of  industrial  use  in 
Aver  Center,  particularly  near  the  Fort  Devens  Central  Post  entrance. 

The  Massachusetts  Correctional  Institution  (MCI)  Shirley  property  abuts  the 
site  to  the  north  in  the  towns  of  Lancaster  and  Shirley.  A  major  expansion 
effort  of  the  facility  will  result  in  a  1,200  bed  facility.  Also  to  the  north  of  the 
site  is  the  Shirley  Airport. 

Abutting  the  site  to  the  northwest  are  dense  residential  enclaves  that 
surround  Spectacle  Pond  in  Lancaster  and  Fort  Pond  in  Shirley. 

Several  conservation/open  space  areas  abut  the  site  to  the  east.  The  Oxbow 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  constitutes  the  northeastern  boundary  of  the  site 


Site  Descriptions 


Site  A 


and  is  separated  from  the  South  Post  by  the  Nashua  River.  Less  than  1/2  mile 
to  the  southeast  of  the  site  is  the  Bolton  Flats  Wildlife  Management  Area. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Unexploded  Ordnance  (UXO)  -  Approximately  830  acres  in  the  central  portion 
of  the  site  is  designated  by  the  military  as  a  "high  hazard"  impact  area.  The 
military  has  been  using  this  portion  of  the  site  for  munitions  practice  since 
World  War  II.  Only  in  recent  years  has  there  been  an  effort  to  inventory  the 
materials  dropped  into  this  area.  Little  is  known  about  the  extent  of 
unexploded  ordnance  in  this  area.  In  the  southeastern  portion  of  the  site, 
there  is  another  570  acre  area  known  as  a  "low  hazard"  impact  area.  This  area 
is  used  for  the  firing  ranges  from  which  materials  are  catapulted  into  the  high 
hazard  impact  area. 

Historic  Properties  and  Districts  -  The  area  around  Site  A  contains  a  number 
of  historic  districts  and  properties  which  will  require  careful  study  and 
consideration  if  a  Second  Major  Airport  is  considered  at  this  site. 

Open  Space  Areas  -  A  number  of  important  open  space  areas  are  within  close 
proximity  to  the  site,  and  the  Nashua  River  Greenway  forms  the  border  for 
much  of  the  site.  Both  human  use  of  these  resources  and  impacts  on  the 
natural  environment  are  of  importance  to  their  continued  high  value. 

Designated  Scenic  Landscape  -  A  small  portion  of  the  site  has  been  noted  as  a 
landscape  of  significance  and  the  site  abuts  a  very  large  swath  of  scenic 
landscape.  This  issue  would  need  careful  consideration  in  any  further 
studies. 

Special  Purpose  Facilities  -  Two  observatories  are  close  enough  to  this  site  to 
require  careful  consideration. 

Roadway  Access  -  While  the  site  is  served  very  well  by  Route  2  with  good 
connections  to  1-495  and  1-190,  access  from  east  of  1-495  is  constrained  by  a  lack 
of  capacity  on  Route  2.  A  SMA  on  this  site  would  require  further  access 
improvements  to  Route  2  between  Routes  128  and  1-495. 

Military  Training  Use  -  The  site  is  used  throughout  the  year  for  various 
military  field  training  exercises.  This  activity  would  have  to  be  relocated  if 
the  site  were  used  for  a  SMA. 
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Site  B  -  Fort  Devens  Central  Post 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  B  is  within  the  communities  of  Ayer, 
Harvard,  and  Shirley,  with  about  75%  of  the  site  comprised  on  the  Fort 
Devens  Central  Post,  and  the  remainder  lying  within  a  low  density  residential 
portion  of  Harvard.  The  site  is  located  approximately  30  miles  northwest  of 
Boston,  8  miles  east  of  Leominster,  20  miles  northeast  of  Worcester,  and  16 
miles  southwest  of  Lowell.  The  site  abuts  the  town  centers  of  Ayer  and 
Shirley,  and  lies  approximately  2  miles  northwest  of  Harvard's  town  center. 

The  central  portion  of  the  base  is  mostly  developed  and  is  relatively  flat.  The 
Nashua  River  roughly  serves  as  the  southern  and  western  boundary  of  the 
site,  and  the  Boston  and  Maine  rail  bed  creates  the  boundary  between  the 
Central  Post  and  the  remaining  portion  of  the  site  in  Harvard.  A  number  of 
hills  and  ponds  are  also  found  within  the  site. 

The  Central  Post  houses  a  wide  range  of  military  training  and  support 
facilities.  The  central  portion  of  the  site  has  offices,  training  facilities  and 
support  services,  medical  facilities,  community  facilities,  retail  and 
commercial  areas,  schools,  recreational  facilities  (including  two  golf  courses), 
and  a  cemetery.  The  base  currently  serves  a  total  population  of  approximately 
15,400  people  of  whom  about  12,000  live  on  base,  including  military 
personnel  and  their  families.  Approximately  2,800  civilian,  and  4,400  military 
jobs  on  site  at  present. 

There  are  about  1,200  "active"  military  buildings  totalling  almost  7.2  million 
square  feet  and  16  "inactive"  buildings  of  totalling  86,000  square  feet  on  the 
base.  1,750  residential  units  are  scattered  throughout  the  site. 

The  off-base  portion  of  the  site  in  Harvard  has  low  density  residential  areas 
along  roads  within  the  site  area.  Higher  concentrations  of  residential  uses 
occur  along  Blanchard  and  Old  Mill  roads  particularly  where  the  two  roads 
meet. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  Route  2  serves  as  the  southern  border 
of  the  site  and  Site  A,  the  Fort  Devens  South  Post,  abuts  this  site  to  the 
southwest. 

The  Oxbow  National  Wildlife  Refuge  abuts  the  southern  boundary  of  the  site. 
The  Massachusetts  Correctional  Institution  (MCI)  Shirley  property  abuts  the 
southwestern  boundary  of  the  site.  A  major  expansion  is  currently  under 
construction  which  will  result  in  a  1,200  bed  facility. 
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To  the  west  of  the  site  is  Shirley  Village,  the  primary  center  of  town. 
Abutting  the  site  to  the  north  is  the  Shirley  Rod  and  Gun  Club.  Industrial 
uses  are  located  along  the  Boston  and  Maine  railroad  which  serves  as  the 
northern  boundary  to  the  site.  Also  to  the  west  of  the  site  is  the  Shirley 
Airport.  Approximately  1.5  miles  to  the  southwest  of  the  site  are  dense 
residential  enclaves  that  surround  Spectacle  Pond  in  Lancaster  and  Fort  Pond 
in  Shirley. 

Just  to  the  northeast  of  the  site  is  Ayer  town  center.  The  main  gate  to  Fort 
Devens  Central  Post  is  situated  in  Ayer  near  the  rotary  where  Routes  110  and 
111  converge.  The  town  center  is  a  mix  of  commercial,  dense  residential, 
industrial,  and  municipal  uses.   Several  industrial  zones  line  the  railroads 
which  intersect  in  the  town  center  and  radiate  south  and  east/ west.  Moore 
Army  Airfield  is  approximately  1  /4  mile  north  of  the  site. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Hazardous  Wastes  -  The  military  is  presently  contending  with  several  on  site 
environmental  issues.  The  Master  Environmental  Plan  (MEP)  for  Fort 
Devens,  Massachusetts  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Army  Toxic  and  Hazardous 
Materials  Agency  (USATHMA)  in  October  1989  has  identified  19  sites  within 
the  Central  Post  that  maintain  some  level  of  hazardous  and/or  toxic 
materials  contamination.  In  some  instances  the  level  or  types  of 
contamination  have  not  been  determined  to  date. 

Historic  Properties  and  Districts  -  The  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission 
considers  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  riistoric  Places 
portions  of  the  1929-40  cantonment  at  Fort  Devens.  This  is  a  large  horseshoe 
shaped  cluster  of  brick  Georgian  Revival  buildings  surrounding  a  central 
Parade  Ground.  In  addition,  the  general  area  around  Site  B  contains  a 
number  of  historic  districts  and  properties  which  will  require  careful  study 
and  consideration  if  a  Second  Major  Airport  is  considered  at  this  site. 

Open  Space  Areas  -  A  number  of  important  open  space  areas  are  within  close 
proximity  to  the  site,  and  the  Nashua  River  Greenway  forms  the  border  for 
much  of  the  site.  Both  human  use  of  these  resources  and  impacts  on  the 
natural  environment  are  of  importance  to  their  continued  high  value. 

Scenic  Landscape  -  A  portion  of  the  site  has  been  noted  as  a  landscape  of 
significance  and  the  site  abuts  a  very  large  swath  of  scenic  landscape.  This 
issue  will  need  careful  consideration  in  an  any  further  studies. 

Special  Purpose  Facilities  -  Two  observatories  are  close  enough  to  this  site  to 
require  careful  consideration. 
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Roadway  Access  -  While  the  site  is  served  well  by  Route  2  with  good 
connections  to  1-495  and  1-190,  access  from  east  of  1-495  is  constrained  by  a  lack 
of  capacity  on  Route  2.  A  SMA  on  this  site  would  require  further  access 
improvements  to  Route  2  between  Routes  128  and  1-495. 

Site  Size  -  Due  to  a  variety  of  land  use  and  natural  boundaries,  this  site  is 
fairly  small,  and  would  thus  pose  a  relatively  inflexible  site  configuration  for 
a  SMA. 

Military  Use  of  the  Site  -  While  it  is  anticipated  that  most  of  activities  housed 
at  Fort  Devens  will  be  discontinued,  some  continued  use  is  expected.  These 
uses  might  or  might  not  be  able  to  share  the  site  with  a  SMA. 
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Site  D  -  Massachusetts  Military  Reservation  North,  Camp  Edwards 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  D  is  located  within  the  Army  National 
Guard  Training  Area  which  is  itself  located  entirely  within  the  Massachusetts 
Military  Reservation  (MMR)  on  Cape  Cod  in  the  towTis  of  Bourne  and 
Sandwich.  The  site  is  approximately  50  miles  southeast  of  Boston,  25  miles 
east  of  New  Bedford,  and  45  miles  east  of  Providence.  The  site  is  located 
approximately  a  half  a  mile  south  of  the  Cape  Cod  Canal. 

The  site  is  relatively  flat  with  a  depression  in  the  southeast  toward  Snake 
Pond  and  a  high  point  in  the  western  part  of  the  site  at  Pine  Hill. 

This  area  is  completely  undeveloped  except  for  a  large  Coast  Guard 
transmitter  station  consisting  mostly  of  transmitter  towers  on  the  east  side  of 
the  site.  The  center  of  the  site  is  occupied  by  a  target  range  for  artillery 
training  exercises  which  is  known  as  an  impact  area  and  contains  many 
buried  unexploded  munitions. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  The  north  side  of  the  site  is  bordered 
by  the  remainder  of  the  training  area.  Further  to  the  north  lies  the  boundary 
of  the  MMR,  Route  6,  and  the  Shawroe-Crowell  State  Forest.  Still  further  to 
the  north  is  Sandwich  town  center  which  contains  well  developed 
residential  and  commercial  areas.  Located  within  the  training  area  on  the 
north  side  of  the  site  is  the  Precision  Acquisition  Vehicle  Entry  Phased  Array 
Warning  System  (PAVE-PAWS).  PAVE-PAWS  is  used  to  provide  early 
warning  detection  of  submarine  launched  ballistic  missiles.  This  radar  is  one 
of  only  two  in  the  United  States  and  is  the  only  one  of  its  kind  on  the  East 
Coast.  It  is  possible  that  this  installation  could  remain  provided  that  aircraft 
operations  do  not  interfere  with  its  function  and  vice  versa. 

The  southern  edge  of  the  site  is  occupied  by  Otis  Air  Force  Base  (Site  Dl)  and 
by  more  of  the  training  area.  The  western  side  of  the  site  is  in  the  Town  of 
Bourne  and  is  abutted  by  some  vacant  land,  a  regional  vocational  school,  the 
Town  of  Bourne  Department  of  Public  Works,  and  commercial  uses  along 
Route  28. 

The  eastern  edge  of  the  site  is  partially  bordered  by  a  continuation  of  the 
existing  training  area.  The  remainder  is  in  the  Town  of  Sandwich  and  is 
flanked  by  several  residential  areas  and  a  school. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Market  Catchment  -  Due  to  Site  D's  distance  from  the  areas  of  Massachusetts 
and  the  region  which  generate  demand  for  air  travel,  it  is  not  clear  that  this 
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location  could  support  the  development  of  a  SMA.  (See  also  the  note  on 
access.) 

Access  -  Bv  virtue  of  its  location  on  the  south  side  of  the  Cape  Cod  Canal, 
tST-  a  SMA  at  She  a 

5£*  ^^^^^^  — in  -d  of 

itself. 

Unexploded  Ordnance  (UXO)  -  Site  D  contains  an  impact  area  of  "^P'^ed 
ordnance  The  presence  of  this  area  is  a  result  of  the  fact  that  the  MMR  has 
?he  oruy  artillery  range  in  New  England  where  heavy-  weapons  can  be  tad 
Z£  personnel  revealed  that  the  artillery  range  has  been  in  * 
Presently  the  artillery  range  is  the  only  one  of  its  kind  in  New  England. 
Approximately  2,240  acres  are  considered  a  high  impact  area. 

Hazardous  Waste  Sites  -  Site  D  contains  four  potential  hazardous  waste  sites. 

Federal  and  State  Protected  Drinking  Water  Resources  -  Site  D  sits  over  the 
Cape  Cod  EPA  designated  sole  source  aquifer  which  serves  as  the  source  ofaU 
drinking  water  for  Cape  Cod  residents.  The  impacts  of  a  SMA  to  this  resource 
would  require  very  careful  consideration  in  any  future  studies. 

Military  Training  Use  -  This  site  is  used  for  military  training .Ptoses  by 
miiitar"  personnel  based  primarily  at  the  Otis  Air  Na'Ion^^afnTne 
Dl)  from  Mav  through  September.  Base  population  during  *e  training 
period  varies  from  3,200  to  5,900  personnel.  This  activity  would  have  to  be 
relocated  if  the  site  were  used  for  a  SMA. 
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Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Market  Catchment  -  Due  to  Site  Dl's  distance  from  the  areas  of  Massachusetts 
and  the  region  which  generate  demand  for  air  travel,  it  is  not  clear  that  this 
iocation  could  support  the  development  of  a  SMA.  (See  also  the  note  on 
access.) 

Access  -  By  virtue  of  its  location  on  the  south  side  of  the  Cape  Cod  Canal, 
access  to  a  SMA  at  Site  Dl  would  require  the  construction  of  additional 
roadway  capacity  across  the  Canal.  Whether  this  would  be  a  tunnel  or  a 
bridge  it  would  entail  significant  costs  and  environmental  review  in  and  of 
itself. 

Federal  and  State  Protected  Drinking  Water  Resources  -  Site  Dl  sits  over  the 
Cape  Cod  EPA  designated  sole  source  aquifer  which  serves  as  the  source  of  all 
drinking  water  for  Cape  Cod  residents.  The  impacts  of  a  SMA  to  this  resource 
would  require  very  careful  consideration  in  any  future  studies. 

Hazardous  Waste  Sites  -  The  area  included  within  Site  Dl  has  a  large  number 
of  hazardous  waste  sites  (both  confirmed  and  potential)  which  will  be  both 
expensive  and  time  consuming  to  clean  up. 

Military  Use  of  the  Site  -  The  site  is  owned  by  the  State  of  Massachusetts  and 
is  leased  to  a  number  of  different  branches  of  the  federal  and  state  military 
services  which  make  active  use  of  the  site.  While  some  of  these  uses  might 
be  able  to  co-exist  with  a  SMA,  some  of  them  would  likely  be  incompatible 
and  require  relocation. 

Institutional  Relocation  -  Three  public  schools  operated  by  and  serving  the 
Town  of  Bourne  and  the  Base,  and  one  independently  operated  private 
school,  would  likely  require  relocation  if  the  site  became  a  SMA. 
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Site  G  -  Douglas/Uxbridge 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  G  is  within  the  communities  of  Douglas  and 
Uxbridge  and  is  located  approximately  40  miles  southwest  of  Boston,  15  miles 
southeast  of  Worcester,  10  miles  northwest  of  Woonsocket,  Rhode  Island, 
and  22  miles  northwest  of  Providence,  Rhode  Island.  Uxbridge  Center  is 
approximately  3  miles  miles  to  the  northeast.  Adjacent  to  the  site  are  East 
Douglas  to  the  north  and  Douglas  Center  to  the  northwest. 

The  site  topography  is  a  series  of  knobby,  rolling  hills  with  the  most 
significant  series  of  hills  lying  in  the  central  and  west  central  part  of  the  site. 
A  number  of  streams  and  ponds  are  also  on  the  site. 

The  land  use  of  the  site  generally  follows  the  zoning  districts  which  are  rural 
agricultural  in  Douglas  and  agricultural  in  Uxbridge.  There  is  one  small 
segment  of  industrially  zoned  property  in  Douglas  near  the  Uxbridge  border 
in  the  northern  portion  of  the  site.  The  site  consists  primarily  of  wooded 
land  and  low  density  residential  uses.  The  greatest  density  of  residential  use 
is  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  site  closest  to  East  Douglas  with  the  most 
significant  residential  development  occurring  along  Southeast,  Yew,  Locust, 
and  Martin  streets,  particularly  at  the  intersection  of  Yew  and  Martin  which  is 
in  the  north  central  portion  of  the  site.  There  are  two  inactive  rail  beds  that 
run  east  to  west  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  site. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  The  southern  borders  of  both  Douglas 
and  Uxbridge  serve  as  the  Massachusetts /Rhode  Island  border.  The  site  itself 
is  entirely  within  Massachusetts.  This  region  is  known  as  the  Blackstone 
River  Valley,  named  for  the  Blackstone  River  which  runs  through  several 
towns  including  Uxbridge.  The  Blackstone  River  Valley  National  Heritage 
Corridor  has  been  established  in  this  area  but  does  not  include  any  portion  of 
the  site. 

Approximately  a  half  a  mile  to  the  south  of  the  site  lies  Burrillville,  Rhode 
Island.  The  Roundtop  Fishing  Area  in  Burrillville  immediately  abuts  the 
state  border  and  the  site  footprint.  The  villages  of  Harrisville  and  Bridgeton 
lie  approximately  three  miles  due  south  of  the  site.  Also  to  the  south 
approximately  1/2  mile  from  the  Uxbridge /Burrillville  border  is  a  new  power 
plant  that  replaced  an  existing  substation. 

The  villages  of  East  Douglas  to  the  north  and  Douglas  to  the  northwest  are 
less  than  1/2  mile  from  the  footprint.  East  Douglas  is  the  largest  and  densest 
of  the  Town's  villages  and  serves  as  the  center  of  the  majority  of  the 
commercial  and  residential  activity.  Approximately  one  mile  to  the 
northeast  of  the  site  are  Uxbridge  center  and  North  Uxbridge  which  together 
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form  the  hub  of  the  town.  The  remaining  areas  of  Uxbridge  are  agricultural 
and  scattered,  low  density  residential  uses.  Douglas  State  Forest  is 
approximately  one  mile  due  west  of  the  site. 

Issues  of  Special  Concern 

Residential  Development  on  Site  -  While  the  site  encompasses  only  low 
density  uses,  a  number  of  homes  are  within  the  site  boundary  as  it  is 
presently  drawn.  These  homes  would  require  relocation  if  the  site  were 
developed  as  a  SMA.  If  further  studies  of  a  SMA  are  conducted,  detailed 
review  of  the  site  boundaries  and  layout  would  be  undertaken  to  minimize 
the  relocations  needed. 

Power  Plant  -  The  Ocean  State  Power  Plant  is  approximately  a  half  a  mile  to 
the  southeast  of  the  site  in  Burrillville,  Rhode  Island.  Any  further 
examination  of  Site  G  will  require  further  investigation  of  the  relationship 
between  the  two  activities. 
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Site  H  -  Fall  River/Freetown 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  H  is  located  in  a  large  swath  of  relatively 
open  land  just  to  the  east  of  the  Freetown /Fail  River  State  Forest  and 
includes  parts  of  the  Town  of  Freetown  and  the  City  of  Fall  River.  The  site  is 
approximately  40  miles  south  of  Boston,  5  miles  northeast  of  Fall  River,  3.5 
miles  southeast  of  Assonet,  10  miles  northwest  of  New  Bedford,  and  20  miles 
east  of  Providence. 

This  site  is  relatively  flat  with  swampy  areas  scattered  through  the  site.  Much 
of  Site  H  is  comprised  of  undeveloped  land  owned  by  the  Acushnet  Saw  Mill. 
This  site  is  in  the  Fall  River  watershed  moratorium  district  which  is  currently 
under  consideration  for  a  zoning  change  to  become  a  watershed  protection 
district.  The  portion  of  the  site  to  the  east  in  Freetown  contains  a  narrow  strip 
of  residential  development  along  Bullock  and  Chipaway  roads. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  The  north  side  of  the  site  is  bounded 
by  the  Freetown/Fall  River  State  Forest.  The  east  side  of  the  site  contains 
residential  areas  along  Bullock  and  Chipaway  roads.  The  south  side  is 
bounded  by  sparsely  developed  residential  areas  and  open  land  in  the  Town 
of  Dartmouth.  The  west  side  of  the  site  is  undeveloped  land  in  the  Fall  River 
watershed  moratorium  district.  The  site  could  potentially  be  served  by  Route 
140  which  lies  to  t  east.  The  proposed  New  Bedford /Fall  river  commuter  rail 
line  lies  to  the  east  of  the  site. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Wetlands  -  A  significant  portion  of  the  site  is  comprised  of  wetlands.  From  a 
regulatory  and  practical  standpoint,  this  would  significantly  reduce  the 
potential  of  the  site  for  development  of  a  Second  Major  Airport. 

Freetown/Fall  River  State  State  Forest  -  A  sizeable  portion  of  the  site 
(approximately  320  acres)  is  within  the  Freetown/Fall  River  State  State  Forest. 
This  would  pose  both  land  use  and  regulatory  problems  were  the  site  to  be 
further  considered  for  a  Second  Major  Airport. 

Local  Drinking  Water  Resources  -  The  proximity  of  the  site  to  Fall  River's 
drinking  water  reservoir  will  pose  important  regulatory  and  impact 
mitigation  issues. 

Site  Size  -  Due  to  environmental  and  land  use  constraints,  the  site  is  of  a 
small  size  which  would  reduce  its  long-term  flexibility  for  a  Second  Major 
Airport. 
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Site  Hi  -  Freetown/Lakeville 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  HI  is  located  in  a  relatively  undeveloped 
area  just  to  the  east  of  the  Freetown /Fall  River  State  State  Forest  and  includes 
parts  of  the  towns  of  Lakeville  and  Freetown.  Site  HI  is  on  a  piece  of  land 
known  locally  as  the  high  plains  area. 

The  site  is  approximately  45  miles  south  of  Boston,  10  miles  northeast  of  Fall 
River,  2.5  miles  southeast  of  Assonet,  12  miles  northwest  of  New  Bedford, 
and  20  miles  east  of  Providence. 

Site  HI  is  relatively  flat  and  consists  of  upland  interspersed  with  wetland 
areas  scattered  throughout  the  site. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  The  site  is  bordered  on  the  north  by 
the  Apponequet  Regional  High  School,  low  density  residential  uses,  and  areas 
of  undeveloped  land.  The  southern  edge  of  the  site  includes  residential  and 
agricultural  uses  along  Chace  Road  as  well  as  the  Chace  cemetery,  the 
Freetown  School  and  the  Freetown  Police  Department,  Highway  Department 
and  a  senior  center. 

The  west  side  of  the  site  is  edged  by  the  Freetown/Fall  River  State  Forest, 
undeveloped  land  and  a  residential  area.  To  the  southwest  the  site  is 
bordered  by  Fall  River's  watershed  protection  district.  The  site  could 
potentially  be  served  by  both  Route  24  to  the  west  and  Route  140  to  the  east  of 
the  site.  The  proposed  New  Bedford /Fall  River  commuter  rail  line  passes 
through  the  site  on  the  eastern  edge. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Wetlands  -  A  significant  portion  of  the  site  is  comprised  of  wetlands.  From  a 
regulatory  and  practical  standpoint,  this  would  significantly  reduce  the 
potential  of  the  site  for  development  of  a  Second  Major  Airport. 

Freetown/Fall  River  State  State  Forest  -  A  sizeable  portion  of  the  site 
(approximately  335  acres)  is  within  the  Freetown/Fall  River  State  Forest.  This 
would  pose  both  land  use  and  regulatory  problems  were  the  site  to  be  further 
considered  for  a  Second  Major  Airport. 

Site  Size  and  Surrounding  Constrained  Land  Area  -  The  site  itself  is 
constrained  in  size  due  to  existing  land  uses  and  environmental  issues. 
Likewise,  much  of  the  land  near  the  site  is  also  constrained.  In  combination, 
these  limitations  could  create  difficulties  for  the  long-term  development  of  a 
Second  Major  Airport  and  its  attendant  secondary  development. 
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Site  M  -  Middleborough 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  M  is  entirely  within  the  community  of 
Middleborough.  The  site  is  located  approximately  30  miles  southwest  of 
Boston,  1  mile  northeast  of  Middleborough  Center,  10  miles  southwest  of 
Brockton,  18  miles  north  of  New  Bedford,  and  11  miles  east  of  Taunton. 

The  site  is  primarily  lowland  flats  with  a  small  area  of  upland,  White  Oak 
Island,  in  the  center  of  the  site.  The  Taunton  River  forms  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  site,  and  the  Nemasket  River  runs  through  the  western  side 
of  the  site.  The  Beaverdam  and  Meetinghouse  swamps  are  located  in  the 
southern  half  of  the  site. 

The  majority  of  this  site  is  comprised  of  large  tracts  of  undeveloped  land  of 
wetland  and/or  forested  uplands.  Scattered  small  to  medium  sized 
residential  lots  are  situated  along  the  road  frontages.  Increased  residential 
density  occurs  in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  site. 

A  portion  of  the  site  (approximately  875  acres)  known  as  White  Oak  Island  is 
currently  in  the  permitting  phase  for  a  700-unit  mobile  home  retirement 
community.  The  project  has  completed  the  Massachusetts  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (MEPA)  review  and  is  seeking  various  other  permits.  The  K.  &  F. 
Brick  Company  is  located  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  site.  The 
company  is  currently  completing  a  wetlands  replacement  program  and  has 
been  given  approval  to  expand  its  operations  once  the  replacement  is 
complete. 

In  addition,  the  site  encompasses  the  Warrentown  and  Eddyville  areas,  both 
of  which  are  in  the  process  of  being  documented  by  the  town  for  the  purposes 
of  determining  their  eligibility  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  The  majority  of  the  northern  border 
of  the  site  is  the  Taunton  River,  which  has  been  identified  as  a  potential 
regional  drinking  water  supply-  The  confluence  of  the  Nemasket  and 
Taunton  rivers,  which  serves  as  the  Halifax,  Middleborough  and  Taunton 
border,  is  about  1/4  of  a  mile  from  the  northeastern  boundary  of  the  site. 

Route  44  serves  as  the  southern  border  of  the  site,  and  connects  to  Route  1-495 
which  is  approximately  3.5  miles  west  of  the  site.  There  are  plans  to  expand 
Route  44  from  a  two-lane  to  a  four-lane  highway. 

To  the  west  of  the  site  is  the  Conrail  rail  bed  which  runs  on  a  north/south 
axis.  There  are  plans  to  extend  the  commuter  line  through  Middleborough 
with  a  new  station  to  be  located  on  the  other  side  of  the  town  center.  The  area 
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around  the  Routes  24/44/18  rotary  is  just  east  of  the  44/1-495  interchange  and 
is  currently  experiencing  significant  growth  pressures.  There  are  presently 
3,000,000  square  feet  of  corporate  and/or  industrial  space  completed  or  under 
construction  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  rotary.  Other  significant 
developments  are  planned  for  the  Town  of  Raynham  less  than  one  mile  to 
the  west  of  the  rotarv. 

To  the  east  and  immediately  abutting  the  site  is  the  Great  Cedar  Swamp 
which  is  owned  by  Cumberland  Farms. 

To  the  immediate  northwest  of  the  site  is  the  Massachusetts  Correctional 
Institution  (MCI)  at  Bridgewater  which  is  a  maximum  security  correctional 
facility.  The  Rocky  Gutter  Wildlife  Management  Area  is  approximately  two 
miles  southwest  of  the  site. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Wetlands  -  A  significant  portion  of  the  site  is  is  comprised  of  wetlands.  From 
a  regulatory  and  practical  standpoint,  this  would  significantly  reduce  the 
potential  of  the  site  for  development  of  a  Second  Major  Airport.  The  area  has 
a  history  of  wetlands  legal  activity.  By  order  of  the  U.S.  District  Court,  the 
Great  Cedar  Swamp  is  currently  being  monitored  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  who  are  supervising  the  restoration  of  over  800  acres  that  had  been 
filled  after  1975  in  violation  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Historic  Properties  and  Districts  -  Site  M  potentially  contains  a  number  of 
historic  districts  and  properties  which  will  require  careful  study  and 
consideration  if  a  Second  Major  Airport  is  considered  at  this  site. 

Site  Size  and  Surrounding  Constraints  -  The  site  itself  is  constrained  in  size 
due  to  existing  land  uses  and  environmental  issues.  Likewise,  much  of  the 
land  near  the  site  is  also  constrained.  In  combination,  these  factors  could 
create  difficulties  for  the  long-term  development  of  a  Second  Major  Airport 
and  its  attendant  secondary  development. 
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Site  P  -  Plymouth/Pine  Hills 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  P  is  located  entirely  within  the  community 
of  Plymouth.  The  site  is  located  approximately  36  miles  southeast  of  Boston, 
3.5  miles  south  of  Plymouth  Center,  24  miles  southeast  of  Brockton,  and  26 
miles  northwest  of  New  Bedford. 

The  site  is  dominated  by  the  Pine  Hills  which  constitute  approximately  half  of 
the  site  and  run  on  a  north/south  axis  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site.  At 
an  elevation  of  395  feet,  Manomet  Hill  is  the  highest  point  and  is  located  at 
the  northern  end  of  the  site.  The  Pine  Hills  are  designated  as  an 
Environmentally  Sensitive  Area  by  the  Town  and  have  been  identified  as 
one  of  the  few  remaining  pine  barrens  on  the  East  Coast.  Cape  Cod  Bay  is 
approximately  1.5  miles  due  east  of  the  site  and  there  is  a  significant  change  in 
elevation  over  that  distance.  The  remainder  of  the  site  is  a  mix  of  small 
rolling  hills  to  the  west  and  kettleholes  to  the  south. 

The  majority  of  this  site  is  undeveloped  land,  much  of  it  owned  by  Digital 
Equipment  Corporation  and  Boston  Edison.   Both  companies  have  permitted 
intermittent  lumbering  operations  on  their  sites.  Boston  Edison  occasionally 
permits  hiking  on  some  parts  of  their  property. 

Residential  development  occurs  in  the  northern  and  western  portion  of  the 
site.  Higher  density  development  exists  in  the  northern  portion  along 
Clifford  and  Doten  roads.  Low  density  residential  is  scattered  along  the 
northern  portion  of  Old  Sandwich  Road.  There  is  also  some  higher  density 
residential  located  along  Beaverdam  Road  in  the  eastern  section  of  the  site. 

The  southern  portion  of  the  site  is  located  in  the  town's  aquifer  protection 
district  and  Site  P  is  situated  over  the  Plymouth /Carver  EPA  designated  Sole 
Source  Aquifer.  Also  within  the  footprint  of  the  site  are  approximately  100 
acres  of  cranberry  bogs  and  related  support  lands  for  the  harvesting  of  the 
crop. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  To  the  east  of  Site  P  is  the  densely 
populated  area  known  as  Manomet  which  initially  developed  as  a  summer 
cottage  area  and  has  since  evolved  into  a  year  round  community.  The  older 
sections  of  Manomet  are  situated  in  close  proximity  to  Cape  Cod  Bay.  Cape 
Cod  Bay  and  the  Manomet  area  are  separated  from  Site  P  by  a  series  of 
cranberry  bogs.  Manomet  is  less  than  one  mile  from  the  site. 

Less  than  two  miles  to  the  northeast  of  the  site  is  the  Pilgrim  Nuclear  Power 
Plant.   The  plant's  transmission  lines  run  southwest  through  the  northern 
portion  of  the  site. 
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Dense  residential  development  lines  the  shoreline  along  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  site.  To  the  west  is  Route  3  and  approximately  one  mile  to 
the  southwest  is  the  Myles  Standish  State  Forest.  Very  little  development 
exists  between  Route  3  and  the  State  Forest  to  the  southwest  of  the  site,  but  a 
major  subdivision  is  presently  in  the  permitting  process  which  would  fill  that 
gap.  The  Plymouth  Airport  and  associated  industrial  parks  are  approximately 
six  miles  due  west  of  the  site  along  South  Meadow  Road. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Market  Catchment  -  Due  to  Site  P's  distance  from  the  areas  of  Massachusetts 
and  the  region  which  generate  demand  for  air  travel,  it  is  not  clear  that  this 
location  could  support  the  development  of  a  SMA. 

Pilgrim  Nuclear  Power  Plant  and  Transmission  Lines  -  The  proximity  of  the 
site  to  the  Power  Plant  has  been  raised  as  an  issue  of  concern  by  local 
residents,  and  clearly  further  consultation  with  Boston  Edison  would  be 
required  if  the  site  were  further  considered.  A  known  issue  which  would 
require  expensive  mitigation  would  be  the  relocation  of  the  major  electric 
transmission  lines  which  cross  the  site  from  the  Power  Plant. 

Off-Site  Historic  Districts  and  Sites  -  The  area  around  Site  P  contains  a 
number  of  historic  districts  and  properties  which  would  require  careful  study 
and  consideration  if  a  Second  Major  Airport  is  considered  at  this  site. 
Plymouth  Rock  is  approximately  3  miles  north  of  the  site. 

Sole  Source  Aquifer  -  The  southern  portion  of  the  site  is  located  in  the  town's 
aquifer  protection  district  and  Site  P  is  situated  over  the  Plymouth /Carver 
EPA  designated  Sole  Source  Aquifer.  The  impacts  of  a  SMA  to  this  resource 
would  require  very  careful  consideration  in  any  future  studies. 

Site  Size  and  Surrounding  Constrained  Land  Area-  The  site  itself  is 
constrained  in  size  due  to  existing  land  uses  and  environmental  issues. 
Likewise,  much  of  the  land  near  the  site  is  also  constrained.  In  combination, 
these  factors  could  create  difficulties  for  the  long-term  development  of  a 
Second  Major  Airport  and  its  attendant  secondary  development. 

Pine  Barrens  -  The  Pine  Hills  which  comprise  much  of  the  site  are  a 
topographic/ecologic  environment  known  as  a  pine  barrens.  There  are  very 
few  remaining  pine  barrens  on  the  Easy  Coast  of  the  United  States,  and  their 
alteration  would  require  very  careful  study  and  evaluation. 
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Site  Q  -  Plymouth 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  Q  is  located  entirely  within  the  community 
of  Plymouth.  The  site  is  located  approximately  43  miles  southeast  of  Boston, 
7  miles  south  of  Plymouth  Center,  26  miles  southeast  of  Brockton,  and  24 
miles  northwest  of  New  Bedford. 

The  site  is  comprised  of  gentle  slopes  dotted  with  over  a  dozen  ponds  and 
many  kertleholes.  The  ponds  are  generally  located  in  the  northern  and 
eastern  portion  of  the  site.  The  highest  area  of  the  site  is  located  at  the 
southern  tip  where  Mountain  Hill  is  located.  The  northern  portion  of  the 
site  includes  the  edge  of  the  Pine  Hills. 

Site  Q  is  bounded  by  Route  3  to  the  west  and  Route  3A  to  the  east.  The  Cape 
Cod  Canal  is  approximately  3  miles  to  the  south.  Low  density  residential 
development  is  scattered  throughout  the  western  and  northern  parts  of  the 
site,  particularly  along  Old  Sandwich  Road.  Residential  density  increases  to 
the  east  and  south  of  the  site  closer  to  Route  3A.  A  large  residential 
subdivision  is  located  at  the  southern  tip  of  the  footprint  and  dense 
residential  development  occurs  along  Route  3A. 

Site  Q  is  located  in  the  town's  aquifer  protection  district  and  is  situated  over 
the  EPA  designated  Plymouth/ Carver  Sole  Source  Aquifer.  Also  within  the 
footprint  of  the  site  are  several  cranberry  bogs  and  related  support  lands  for 
the  harvesting  of  the  crop. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  To  the  east  of  the  site  is  the  densely 
populated  area  known  as  Ellisville  which  was  initially  developed  as  a 
summer  cottage  area  and  has  since  evolved  into  a  year  round  community. 
The  older  sections  of  Ellisville  are  situated  in  close  proximity  to  Cape  Cod 
Bay.  The  residential  land  use  patterns  are  less  dense  to  the  west  (closer  to  Site 
0). 

Ellisville  Harbor  has  been  designated  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC)  by  the  State.  This  ACEC  constitutes  a  significant  portion  of 
the  eastern  border  of  the  site  footprint.  The  Herring  Ponds  ACEC,  to  the 
south  and  west,  has  been  nominated  and  is  currently  under  review. 

Cedarville,  another  community  similar  to  Ellisville,  is  situated  approximately 
one  mile  south  of  the  site  footprint.  Plymouth  has  designated  Cedarville  as  a 
village  center  and  is  channelling  expansion  into  the  village  growth  areas 
immediately  surrounding  the  center. 
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To  the  west  and  across  Route  3  are  a  series  of  ponds  which  the  town  has 
designated  as  an  environmentally  sensitive  area.  The  Plymouth  Airport  and 
associated  industrial  parks  are  approximately  six  miles  northwest  of  the  site 
along  South  Meadow  Road.  Cranberry  bogs  are  prevalent  in  the  northern 
and  southern  portions  of  the  site  area. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Market  Catchment  -  Due  to  Site  Q's  distance  from  the  areas  of  Massachusetts 
and  the  region  which  generate  demand  for  air  travel,  it  is  not  clear  that  this 
location  could  support  the  development  of  a  SMA. 

Off-Site  Historic  Districts  and  Sites  -  Areas  near  Site  Q  contain  a  number  of 
historic  districts  and  properties  which  will  require  careful  study  and 
consideration  if  a  Second  Major  Airport  is  considered  at  this  site.  Plymouth 
Rock  is  approximately  7  miles  north  of  the  site. 

Sole  Source  Aquifer  -  Site  Q  is  entirely  located  in  the  town's  aquifer 
protection  district  and  is  situated  over  the  Plymouth /Carver  EPA  designated 
Sole  Source  Aquifer.  The  impacts  of  a  SMA  to  this  resource  would  require 
very  careful  consideration  in  any  future  studies. 

Site  Size  and  Surrounding  Constrained  Land  Area  -  Site  Q  is  the  smallest  of 
the  12  sites  being  evaluated,  and  the  only  one  which  poses  serious  constraints 
to  airside  flexibility.  Likewise,  much  of  the  land  near  the  site  is  constrained  by 
existing  land  use  patterns  and  environmental  concerns.  In  combination, 
these  factors  could  create  serious  difficulties  for  the  long-term  development 
of  a  Second  Major  Airport  and  its  attendant  secondary  development. 

Noise  -  This  site  is  the  smallest  of  all  those  being  examined  and  is  abutted  by 
more  densely  developed  residential  areas  than  the  other  sites.  Thus,  the 
noise  impacts  at  this  site  are  much  greater  than  at  any  other  site. 
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Site  BB  -  Winchendon/Gardner 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  BB  is  in  the  communities  of  Winchendon 
and  Gardner  with  approximately  80%  of  the  site  in  Winchendon.  The  site  is 
approximately  55  miles  northwest  of  Boston,  2.5  miles  south  of 
Winchendon's  downtown,  4  miles  northwest  of  downtown  Gardner,  35 
miles  southwest  of  Lowell,  and  25  miles  northwest  of  Worcester. 

The  site  has  an  undulating  landscape  with  a  series  of  hills  in  the  southeastern 
section  of  the  site,  particularly  in  the  Gardner  portion  of  the  site.  Situated 
between  two  areas  of  higher  elevation  there  are  a  series  of  small  wetlands 
which  follow  several  small  brooks.  Immediately  abutting  the  northeastern 
edge  of  the  site  is  Nineteenth  Hill,  a  1,200-foot  hill  with  a  severe  eastern  face. 
The  most  significant  wetland  is  located  at  the  southern  edge  of  the  site  south 
of  Mill  Glen  Road  in  an  area  that  has  been  identified  as  a  potential  dam  site 
for  water  supply  purposes  for  the  City  of  Gardner.  There  are  two  ponds  on 
the  site. 

The  Winchendon  portion  of  the  site  consists  primarily  of  scattered  low 
density  residential  uses  along  road  frontages  with  two  small  subdivisions 
near  the  Gardner  border.  There  are  also  a  scattering  of  small  scale  agricultural 
uses  along  the  road  frontages.  The  majority  of  the  site  is  comprised  of  large, 
undeveloped  tracts  of  land,  and  there  is  a  history  of  lumbering  activities  on 
several  of  these  tracts.  While  the  Winchendon  portion  of  the  site  may  appear 
relatively  rural  in  nature,  the  town  recognized  the  changing  landscape  in  its 
Open  Space  and  Recreation  Plan  (1987)  when  it  was  noted  that  the  growth 
pressures  were  resulting  in  the  "conversion  of  agricultural,  open  space  and 
forest  (lands)  to  residential  use." 

The  Gardner  portion  of  the  footprint  is  predominantly  large  tracts  of  vacant, 
undeveloped  land.  According  to  city  officials,  recreational  activities  such  as 
hunting,  fishing,  hiking,  etc.  are  permitted  informally  in  the  area  by  the 
various  property  owners  and  will  likely  continue  until  such  time  that  the 
area  is  developed. 

Wilder  Brook  Estates,  a  282  unit  subdivision  on  280  acres  of  land,  has  been 
proposed  along  Route  140.  Approximately  200  acres  of  that  proposed 
development  falls  within  the  site.  The  developers  are  planning  to  expand  the 
development  north  into  the  Winchendon  portion  of  the  site  to  include  18 
units  on  59  acres  of  land.  A  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been 
prepared  and  is  currently  under  review  by  various  permitting  agencies.  The 
City  of  Gardner  has  identified  this  area  of  the  city  as  part  of  its  Water 
Resources  Protection  District. 
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Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  Southwest  of  the  site  is  the  village  of 
Baldwinville,  one  of  two  villages  in  the  Town  of  Templeton  and  its  most 
dense  in  terms  of  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  uses.  The  edge  of 
the  site  is  less  than  one  mile  from  this  village. 

The  land  use  patterns  around  the  site  are  characterized  by  dense  town  centers 
surrounded  by  a  relatively  rural  hinterland.   Some  residential  development 
of  the  rural  part  of  the  towns  occurred  during  the  boom  of  the  1980's,  but  for 
the  most  part,  Winchendon,  Baldwinville,  and  Gardner  retain  much  of  the 
earlier  established  land  use  patterns. 

To  the  west  and  immediately  abutting  the  site  are  the  Otter  River  State  Forest, 
the  Lake  Denison  State  Park,  and  the  Birch  Hill  Wildlife  Management  Area. 
All  three  of  these  federally  and  state  owned  properties  are  contiguous  and 
comprise  a  total  of  approximately  4,600  acres  spanning  Royalston,  Templeton, 
and  Winchendon.  There  are  a  wide  variety  of  recreational  and  forest 
management  activities  permitted  in  each  of  the  areas. 

A  450  acre  industrial  park/ waste  management  resource  facility  is  currently  in 
the  planning  stages  less  than  one  mile  east  of  the  site.  Browning-Ferris 
Industries  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
for  the  project  which  includes  a  recycling  facility,  a  composting  center,  a  solid 
waste  and  ash  landfill  (no  hazardous  or  toxic  materials  accepted),  an 
industrial  park,  and  an  open  space/recreational  park  component. 

Approximately  one  mile  to  the  north  of  the  site  and  situated  between  the  site 
and  downtown  Winchendon  is  historic  Winchendon  Center  and  the  historic 
Militia  Training  Field  located  at  the  intersection  of  Teel,  Hall,  Baldwinville, 
High  and  County  roads.  Both  the  district  and  the  Training  Field  are  listed 
with  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

Market  Catchment  -  Due  to  Site  BB's  distance  from  the  areas  of  Massachusetts 
and  the  region  which  generate  demand  for  air  travel,  it  is  not  clear  that  this 
location  could  support  the  development  of  a  SMA.  (See  also  the  note  on 
access.) 

Access  -  This  site  is  28  miles  from  Route  1-495;  thus,  accessibility  is  seriously 
constrained  by  distance. 
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Site  DD  -  Hubbardston 

Site  Location  and  Land  Use  -  Site  DD  is  entirely  within  the  community  of 
Hubbardston.  The  site  is  approximately  50  miles  northwest  of  Boston,  a  half  a 
mile  east  of  Hubbardston  Center,  5  miles  south  of  Gardner,  and  15  miles 
northwest  of  Worcester. 

The  site  has  a  varied  topography  with  several  north/ south  ridges  forming  a 
series  of  small  valleys.  Ragged  Hill,  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  site,  has  an 
approximate  elevation  of  1,200  feet  and  has  a  steep  eastern  face.  Several  small 
and  medium  size  ponds  dot  the  site.  Various  streams  and  small  rivers  feed 
the  wetland  systems  on  the  site  which  are  part  of  the  Miller's  River  or 
Chicopee  River  basins. 

The  majority  of  the  site  is  undeveloped  land.  Residential  properties  tend  to 
be  located  along  road  frontages  with  a  scattering  of  small  scale  agricultural 
uses  mixed  in.  The  site  includes  about  47  acres  that  are  under  the 
Agricultural  Preservation  Restriction  Program  with  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture.  Small  scale  commercial  uses  are 
located  primarily  in  the  Hubbardston  Station  area.  The  Providence  and 
Worcester  rail  bed  which  runs  on  northwest/ southeast  axis  through  the 
center  of  the  site. 

The  most  significant  land  use  on  Site  DD  is  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission  (MDC)  watershed  protection  property.  The  MDC  owns 
approximately  6,500  acres  of  land  in  the  Town  of  Hubbardston,  of  which  2,300 
are  located  within  the  site.  In  addition  to  the  watershed  protection  function, 
various  recreational  activities  are  encouraged  including  hunting,  boating  and 
fishing. 

Surrounding  Land  Use  Characteristics  -  With  the  exception  of  the  City  of 
Gardner,  the  community  of  Hubbardston  and  its  neighboring  communities 
share  similar  land  use  patterns.  Low  density  residential  and  small  scale 
agricultural  uses  tend  to  line  the  road  frontages.  Large  tracts  of  land  remain 
in  the  same  use  as  they  have  been  for  many  years.  Small  scale  lumbering 
operations  and  recreational  uses  are  permitted  on  many  of  these 
undeveloped  properties. 

Many  acres  of  land  have  been  purchased  in  several  of  the  towns  for  the 
purpose  of  watershed  protection  and  reservoir  recharge  protection.  The  MDC 
has  been  actively  purchasing  large  tracts  of  land  for  the  purposes  of  protecting 
the  Ware  River  Watershed.  The  City  of  Fitchburg  owns  approximately  150 
acres  including  a  pumping  station  in  the  northeast  corner  of  Hubbardston 
abutting  the  site  footprint.  This  property  is  part  of  the  watershed  network  for 
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the  Mare  Meadow  Reservoir  that  straddles  the  Westminster/ Hubbardston 
Town  Line. 

The  Mount  Wachusett  State  Reservation  is  approximately  five  miles  due  east 
of  the  site  and  the  Quabbin  Reservoir  is  approximately  15  miles  due  west. 

Issues  of  Special  Consideration 

MDC  Watershed  Management  Land  -  2,300  acres  of  the  site  are  owned  by  the 
MDC  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  drinking  water  system  which  serves 
about  50%  of  the  Massachusetts  population.  The  MDC  is  continuing  to 
purchase  land  for  this  use,  and  is  promulgating  increasingly  restrictive  land 
use  regulations  to  insure  its  protection  from  development  which  might  put 
the  water  quality  at  risk.  This  land  is  also  actively  managed  for  recreation  by 
the  State  Division  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 

Access  -  This  site  is  28  miles  from  Route  1-495;  thus,  accessibility  is  seriously 
hampered  by  distance. 
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Action  Plan 

There  are  three  basic  components  to  the  long  term  planning  and 
development  process  for  a  Second  Major  Airport.  These  components  would 
occur  concurrently  and  thus  would  be  closely  coordinated.  The  three 
components  are: 

1.  Technical  and  environmental  assessments  and  planning 

2.  Financial  planning 

3.  Public  process 

The  public  process  would  be  designed  appropriate  to  each  phase  of  project 
review.  The  process  would  reflect  the  state,  regional  and  local  considerations 
inherent  in  siting,  landbanking  and  designing  a  Second  Major  Airport. 
Participants  in  the  public  process  would  include  the  FAA,  the  New  England 
States  ,  the  State  Legislative  and  Executive  Branches,  the  aviation 
community,  the  business  community,  environmental  agencies  and 
organizations,  and  cities  and  towns  within  those  regions  of  the 
Commonwealth  under  consideration  as  a  location  for  the  SMA. 

Key  issues  and  milestones  in  the  development  of  a  SMA  would  be: 

•  Determination  of  whether  a  Second  Major  Airport  will  be  developed 

•  Selection  of  a  preferred  site 

•  Determination  of  the  airport  sponsor 

•  Determination  of  the  airport  financing  structure 

•  Development  of  state  and  local  mechanisms  to  support  local  growth 
management  efforts 

•  Initiation  of  site  acquisition 

•  Approval  of  the  airport  master  plan 

•  Airport  design 

•  Initiation  of  airport  construction 

The  major  phases  of  technical  and  environmental  work  are  outlined  below. 
The  steps  listed  under  each  phase  are  in  roughly  sequential  order,  but  many 
of  them  would  overlap  with  each  other.  Collectively,  the  phases  described 
here  suggest  that  the  planning  and  development  of  a  SMA  would  require  10- 
15  years  to  carry  out. 
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Phase  I 

Product: 

Phase  IA 

Timeframe: 
Product: 
Work  Items: 


Phase  II 

Timeframe: 
Product: 
Work  Items: 


Phase  III 

Timeframe: 
Product: 

Work  Items: 


Sites  recommended  for  further  study 
Action  plan 


Four  months 
Phase  II  Start-up 

•  Develop  work  scope  for  Phase  II 

•  Conduct  proposal  competition 

•  Prepare  FAA  gTant  application  for  Phase  II  funding 


Two  years 

Identification  of  preferred  alternative  (site) 

•  Prepare  Environmental  Notification  Form  (ENF) 

•  Prepare  Siting  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report 
(EIS/R)  analyzing  alternatives,  short  listed  sites  and 
recommending  the  preferred  site 

•  Evaluate  market  and  financial  options  for  a  SMA 

•  Prepare  a  local  benefits  program 

•  Implement  a  public  participation  program 


Uncertain 

Decision  whether  or  not  to  proceed  with  landbanking  and /or  development 
of  a  SMA 

•  Determine  whether  the  State  will  acquire  a  SMA  site 

•  Determine  airport  sponsor 

•  Initiate  site  acquisition 


Note:  Phases  IV  and  V  could  run  concurrently  and  will  certainly  entail  overlapping  elements 
which  require  very  close  coordination. 


Phase  IV 

Timeframe: 
Product: 
Work  Items: 


Phase  V 

Timeframe: 
Product: 

Phase  VI 

Timeframe: 
Product: 

Phase  VII 

Timeframe: 
Product: 


18  months 

Airport  master  plan 

•  Define  airport  development  program 

Market  niche 

Phased  development  plan 

•  Prepare  airport  master  plan 

Layout  plan,  land  use  plan,  terminal  area  plans,  airport 
access  plans,  airspace  plans 


18  -24  months 

Project  EIS/R  for  Second  Major  Airport  site  specific  development 

2  -  3  years 
Design  the  airport 

3-5  years 

Build  the  first  phase  of  the  airport 
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The  pages  which  follow  provide  an  expanded  outline  of  the  Action  Plan. 


Phase  I 

Timeframe: 
Product: 


12  months 

Sites  recommended  for  further  study 
Action  plan  for  future 


Phase  I  Public  Process 

•  Blue  Ribbon  Panel  (52  member  panel  from  business,  aviation,  public, 
environmental  communities) 

•  Public  Information  Meetings 

•  MAC  and  consultant  briefings  and  meetings  with  local  officials  and 
interested  citizens 

•  MAC  press  briefings 


Phase  IA 
Timeframe: 
Product: 
Work  Items: 


Phase  II 
Timeframe: 
Product: 
Work  Items: 


Four  months 
Phase  II  Start-up 

1.  Develop  work  scope  for  Phase  II 

2.  Conduct  proposal  competition 

3.  Prepare  FAA  grant  application  for  Phase  II  funding 


Two  years 

Identification  of  preferred  alternative  (site) 

1.  Prepare  Environmental  Notification  Form. 

2.  Prepare  Scope  of  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(Federal)  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  (State)  -  EIS/R 

•    Significant  consultation  with  public  agencies  would 
occur  during  scoping.  These  would  include: 

FAA  concerning  all  aspects  of  siting  and  long-term 
operations 

Federal  environmental  agencies  (Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department 
of  the  Interior) 

State  environmental  agencies 

Other  New  England  States  aeronautic  and  (possibly 
due  to  site  locations)  environmental  agencies 

3.  Prepare  EIS/R  to  select  preferred  alternative  and 
recommended  airport  site.  Evaluation  of  alternatives  will 
likely  include  several  possible  SMA  operating  scenarios 
(e.g.  domestic  vs  international  operations)  as  well  as  no 
build  alternatives.  Contents  of  the  EIS  would  include, 
among  other  issues  (per  FAA  Airport  Environmental 
Handbook  5050.4 A): 
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•  Determination  of  need  (review  of  forecasts) 

•  Noise 

•  Compatible  land  use 

•  Social  impacts 

•  Induced  socioeconomic  impacts 

•  Air  quality 

•  Water  quality 

•  Section  4(f) 

•  Historic,  architectural,  archaeological  and  cultural 
resources 

•  Biotic  communities  (including  both  flora  and  fauna) 

•  Endangered  and  threatened  species  of  flora  and  fauna 

•  Wetlands 

•  Floodplains 

•  Coastal  zone  management  program 

•  Coastal  barriers 

•  Wild  and  scenic  rivers 

•  Farmland 

•  Energy  supply  and  natural  resources 

•  Light  emissions 

•  Solid  waste  impact 

•  Construction  impacts 

4.  Prepare  market  feasibility  study  relative  to  projected 
passenger  and  cargo  demand. 

5.  Prepare  financial  feasibility  study  which  addresses 
schedule,  phasing,  costs  and  finance  mechanisms. 

6.  Design  a  local  benefits  menu  to  maximize  regional  and 
local  benefits  and  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts.  Possible 
areas  of  consideration  include: 

•  Growth  management  tools 

•  Tax  benefits 

•  Infrastructure  improvements 

•  Open  space  improvements /expansion 

•  Job  opportunities 

Phase  IT  Public  Process 

Possible  program  components  are: 

•  Establishment  of  an  advisory  panel 

•  Public  hearings  at  key  points  in  the  evaluation  and  decision  process 

•  Informal  local  and  regional  meetings  for  exchange  of 
information /concerns 

•  Workshops 

•  Newsletters,  brochures,  press  briefings 
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Phase  V 

Timeframe: 
Product: 
Work  Items: 


Phase  VI 

Timeframe: 
Product: 

Phase  VII 

Timeframe: 

Product: 


18-24  months 

Project  EIS/R  for  site  specific  development 

1.  Prepare  EIS/R  and  all  environmental  documentation  for 
on-site  development  and  off  site  activities.  This  will 
include  the  following  items: 

•  On-site  airport  development  of  runways,  terminals, 
parking  and  all  support  and  ancillary  facilities 

•  Off-site  transportation  improvements  which  are 
directly  attributable  to  the  project  (i.e.  access  roads,  rail 
spurs) 

•  Major  utilities  or  other  facilities  required  for  the 
project  (i.e.  sewage  treatment  plant,  new  well  field, 
major  transmission  or  other  lines) 

•  Major  off-site  secondary  development  activities  which 
are  directly  project  related 

The  contents  of  the  review  will  be  those  listed  above 
under  the  Phase  II  EIS/R  (per  FAA  Handbook  5050.4A). 

2.  Initiate  any  off-site  improvements  with  long  lead  times, 
or  which  require  major  coordination  with  other  state 
agency  activities  (such  as  roadway  improvement  projects 
and  rail  projects). 


2-3  years 
Design  the  airport 


3-5  years 

Build  the  first  phase  of  the  airport  (it  is  assumed  that  the 
ultimate  capacity  will  be  staged  over  a  number  of  years) 
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